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other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.
By Mr. NORMAN:

H.J. Res. 141, Joint resolution to author-
ize the Becretary of Agriculture to establish
and operate forest-products pilot plants in
the Northwestern States; to the Committee
on Agriculture.

By Mr. PHILBIN:

H. Res. 121. Resolution to establish a se-
lect committee to investigate the present
rapld rise in price levels and the high cost
of living; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. LANE:
authorizing the
Commitiee on Interstate and Foreign Com=-
merce to investigate railroad accidents; to
the Committee on Rules.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memo-
rials were presented and referred as
follows:

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Leg-
islature of the BState of Wyoming, me-
morializing the President and the Congress
of the United States relating to public lands
in, and funds and other relief due, the State
of Wyoming from the United States of
America; to the Committee on Public Lands,

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of Wyoming, memorializing the Presi-
dent and the Congress of the United States
to enact legislation relating to the Shoshone
and Arapahoe Tribes of the Wind River Res-
ervation in Wyoming; to the Committee on
Public Lands.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
Territory of Alaska, memorializing the Presi-
dent and the Congress of the United States
to fight any increase in water-borne freight
rates; to the Committee on Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisheries.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of Georgia, memorializing the President
and the Congress of the United States with
the request that an Immediate and thorough
investigation be instituted into the affairs
concerning veterans of World War II who are

being defrauded by unscrupulous building -

contractors throughout the State of Georgia
and the Nation as a whole; to the Committee
on Veterans' Affairs,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ALBERT:

H.R.2300. A bill for the relief of Ebble

Kirschke; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. BLOOM:

H. R. 2301. A bill for the relief of Mimemorl

Aoyama; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr, BAKEWELL:

H.R.2302. A bill for the relief of New Jer-
sey, Indiana & Illinois Railroad; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. GRANGER:

H.R.2303. A bill for the relief of Mitsu
M. Kobayashi, who is the wife of Edward T.
Eobayashi, a citizen of the United States;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. JOHNSON of Indiana:

H. R. 2304. A bill for the relief of Raymond
Nelson Hickman; to the Committee on
Armed Bervices.

By Mr. LYNCH:

H.R.2305. A bill for the relief of Eazimir

Roth; to the Committee on the Judiciary,
By Mr. MORTON:

H.R. 2306, A bill for the relief of Myrtle
Ruth Osborne, Marion Walts, and Jessie A.
Walts; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PRICE of Florida:

H. R. 2307. A bill for the relief of Demetrios

Geranis; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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By Mr, SUNDSTROM (by request) :
H. R. 2308. A bill for the relief of Raymond
Rego; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. SHAFER:
H. R. 2309. A bill authorizing the naturali-
zation of George Zakoor; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

145. By Mr. HART: Petition of the D jart-
ment of New Jersey, Disabled American Vet-
erans, in State executive committee meeting,
protesting against the stoppage of work and
the cancellation of veterans’ emergency hous-
ing units; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency. 3

146. Also, petition of executive committee
of the Department of New Jersey, Disabled
American Veterans, protesting to Congress
that no cuts be permitted in the proposed
budget reduction that will take away any
benefits from the disabled veterans of the
Nation; to the Committee on Appropriations,

147. Also, petition of the Department of
New Jersey, Disabled American Veterans, in
executive committee meeting, vigorously op-
posing any rent increase at this time or the
removal of rent controls, as such action
would definitely aggravate present housing
situation; to the Committe> on Banking and
Currency.

148. Also, petition of the Jersey City chap-
ter of the Polish-American Congress express-
ing gratification and hearty approval cf the
President's advising the Ambassador of the
present Russien puppet regime in Poland
of this Nation’s disapproval of the recent
elections keld in Poland; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

149. By Mr, JONKMAN: Petition of citizens
of the Fifth District of Michigan recom-
mending that Congress correct the present
sugar situation and make sugar available
ration free; to the Committee on Banking
and Currency.

150. By Mr. NORBLAD: Petition signed by
Rev. Clark E. Enz and 17 other citizens of
Polk County, Oreg., protesting against the
advertisement of alcoholic beverages; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

151. By Mr. ROHRBOUGH: Fetition of Mr.
and Mrs. G. F. Woofter and 23 other signers;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

SENATE

Fripay, FEBrRUARY 28, 1947

(Legislative day of Wednesday, February
19, 1947)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Peter Marshall,
D. D, offered the following prayer:

Give to us open minds, O God, minds
ready to receive and to welcome such
new light of knowledge as it is Thy will
to reveal. Let not the past ever be so
dear to us as to set a limit to the future.
Give us the courage to change our
minds, when that is needed. Let us be
tolerant of the thoughts of others, for we
never know in what voice Thou wilt
speak.

Wilt Thou keep our ears open to Thy
voice, and make us a little more deaf to
whispers of men who would persuade us
from our duty, for we know in our hearts
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that only in Thy will is our peace and the
prosperity of our land. We pray in the
lovely name of Jesus. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. WHITE, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Wednes-
day, February 26, 1947, was dispensed
with, and the Journal was approved.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were communi-
cated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of
his secretaries.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. WHITE. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names: :
Hawkes Myers

Alken

Baldwin Hayden O’Conor

Ball Hickenlooper O'Daniel
Barkley Hill O'Mahoney
Brewster Hoey Overton
Bricker Holland Reed

Bridges Ives Revercomb
Brooks Jenner Robertson, Va.
Buck Johnson, Colo. Russell
Butler Johnston, 8. C. Saltonstall
Cain Eem Smith
Capehart Kilgore Stewart
Capper Enowland Taft
Connally Langer Taylor
Cooper Lodge Thomas, Okla
Cordon Lucas Thomas, Utah
Donnell MeCarran Thye

Downey McCarthy Tobey
Dworshak McClellan Tydings
Eastland McGrath

Ecton McKellar Vandenberg
Ellender Magnuson Watkins
Ferguson Malone Wherry
Flanders Martin White
Fulbright May Wiley

George Millikin ‘Williams
Green Moore ilson
Gurney Morse

Hatch Murray

Mr. WHERRY: I announce that the
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. BUusH-
FIELD] is necessarily absent; the Senator
from Wyoming [Mr. ROBERTSON] is nec-
essarily absent on state business; the
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] is
absent because of illness; and the Sena-
tor from North Dakota [Mr. Younc] is
absent by leave of the Senaie on state
business.

Mr. LUCAS. I announce that the
Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] and
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. Mc-
FarLaND, are absent on official business.

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
McManon], the Senator from Florida
[Mr. PEPPER], and the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are detained on
public business.

The Senator from New York [Mr.
WacnER] is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Eighty-
five Senators having answered to their
names, a quorum is present.

Mr. HATCH. My colleague the junior
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ]
is unavoidably detained from the Senate
and will not be able to atfend the session
today. I ask that he be excused, and
that the announcement stand for the
remainder of the week.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the order is made.
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REFERENCE OF NOMINATION OF EUGENE
R. BLACK TO BE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
OF INTERNATIONAL BANK FOR RECON-
STRUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT {

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. As in
executive session, the Chair lays before
the Senate the nomination of Eugene R.
Black, of New Jersey, to be Executive
Director of the International Bank for
Reconstruction and Development.

There is some possibility of contro-
versy, under the language of the Reor-
ganization Act, as to the appropriate
committee reference of this nomination.
In the opinion of the Chair, however,
inasmuch as the legislation establishing
the bank originated in the Committee on
Banking and Currency, the nomination
should be referred to the Committee on
Banking and Currency, and that order
will be made, without objection. The
Chair hears no objection, and the order
is made.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate messages from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting
sundry nominations and withdrawing
two nominations, which nominations
were referred to the appropriate com-
mittees.

(For nominations this day received,
see the end of Senate proceedings.)

TREATIES OF PEACE WITH ITALY, RU-
MANIA, BULGARIA, AND HUNGARY

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. . As in
executive session, the Chair lays before
the Senate a message from the President
of the United States, which the clerk
will read.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

To the Senate of the United States:

With a view to receiving the advice and
consent of the Senate to ratification, I
transmit herewith copies of the treaties
of peace with Italy, Rumania, Bulgaria,
and Hungary, signed at Paris on Febru-
ary 10, 1947,

I transmit also for the information of
the Senate the report made to me by the
Secretary of State regarding these trea-
ties of peace, and the summary of each
treaty which accompanied that report.

HARRY S. TRUMAN,

TuE WHITE HoUSE, February 28, 1947.

[Enclosures: 1. Report of the Secretary
of State, with accompanying summaries;
2. Copies of the treaties of peace with
Italy, Rumanis, Bulgaria, and Hungary.]

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. These
treaties will be referred to the Committee
on Foreign Relations, and the chairman
of the Committee on Foreign Relations
wishes to announce that a public hearing
will be held next Tuesday morning at
10:30 o'clock, at which Secretary Mar-
shall and former Secretary of State
Byrnes will appear to present the treaties.

Without objection, the injunction of
secrecy is removed from the treaties
which have just been reported.

The Chair hears no objection.

FPROTOCOL EXTENDING INTERNATIONAL
SUGAR AGREEMENT

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. As in
executive session, the Chair lays before
the Senate a message from the President
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of the United States, which the clerk will

“read.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

To the Senate of the United States:

With a view to receiving the advice and
consent of the Senate to ratification I
transmit herewith a certified copy of a
protocol dated in London August 30, 1946,
prolonging for 1 year after August 31,
1946, the international agreement re-
garding the regulation of production and
marketing of sugar, signed at London on
May 6, 1937.

I transmit also for the information of
the Senate the report made to me by the
Secretary of State with respect to this
matter,

HARRY S. TRUMAN.

THE WHITE HoUSE, February 28, 1947.

[Enclosures: 1. Report of the Secretary
of State; 2. Certified copy of the protocol
of August 30, 1946.]

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the injunction of secrecy
will be removed from the protocol and it
will be referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations.

The Chair hears no objection, and it is
s0 ordered.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS

By unanimous consent, the following
routine business was transacted:

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on February 26, 1947, he presented
to the President of the United States
the enrolled bill (8. 568) to authorize the
Secretary of Agriculture to cooperate
with the Government of Mexico in the
control and eradication of foot-and-
mouth disease and rinderpest.

' EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore_the Senate the following letters,
which were referred as indicated:

AMENDMENT OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS ACT oF 1038

A letter from the Secretary of Commerce,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to amend the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938,
as amended, to empower the €ivil Aeronau-
tics Board to prescribe rates and practices
and to suspend rates of air carriers in for-
eign air transportation, and for other pur-
poses (with accompanying papers); to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

DEVELOPMENT AND IMPROVEMENT OF CERTAIN
AIRPORTS

A letter from the Secretary of Commerce,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a request of
the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics Au-
thority to undertake during the fiscal year
1948 certain projects for the development of
class 4 and larger airports (with accom-
panying papers); to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

REPORT OF BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF FEDERAL
Prison INDUSTRIES, INC.

A letter from the secretary of the Federal
Prison Industrles, Inc., transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the annual report of the Board
of Directors of that organization for the
fiscal year 1946 (with accompanying papers);
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

UNITED STATES TERRITORIAL EXPANSION
MEMORIAL COMMISSION

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Un-
der authority of Public Resolution 32, ap-
proved June 15, 1934, the Chair appoints
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the Senator from Oregon [Mr MOoRSE]
and the Senator from Pennsylvania
[Mr. MarTIN] 85 the members on the part
of the Senate of the United States
Territorial Expansion Memorial Com-
mission, to fill the vacancies thereon
caused by the death of the late Senator
Van Nuys, of Indiana, and the expiration
of the term of service of Hon. James J.
Davis as Senator from the State of
Pennsylvania.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as
indicated:

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore:

A concurrent resolution of the Legislature
of the State of South Carolina, relating to
the cure and control of cancer; to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare.

(See concurrent resolution printed in full
when presented by Mr. JoNsToN of South
Carolina, February 26, 1947, page 1416, Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD.)

A joint memorial of the Legislature of the
State of Idaho; to the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry:

“House Joint Memorial 1

“To the Honorable Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States in Con-
gress assembled:

“We, your memorialists, the Legislature of
the State of Idaho, do respectfully represent;
that—

“Whereas the present emergency farm
labor-supply program expires on June 30,
1847; and

“Whereas it appears that farm labor will
remain inadequate for at least another crop
season; and :

“Whereas Iin view of the continued pros-
pects for an inadequate supply of farm labor
it appears most feasible to extend the farm
labor-supply program in the same form in
which it has operated since 1943; and

“Whereas Idaho farmers need assurance of
an adequate supply of labor in order to pro-
duce to their fullest capacity such high labor
requirement crops as sugar beets and other
important Idaho crops needed to maintain
ample food resources: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the House of Representatives
and the Senate of the State of Idaho (joint-
ly), That the Congress of the United States
be, and is hereby, memorialized to enact leg-
islation providing for the continuance of the
emergency farm labor-supply program for the
1947 crop season; be it further

“Resolved, That the secretary of state of
Idaho be, and he is hereby, authorized and
directed to send copies of this joint memo-
rial to the President of the United States; to
the Senate and House of Representatives of
the United States of America; to the Senators
and Representatives of Idaho in the two
Houses of Congress; and to the chairman of
the House Agricultural Committee of the
Eightieth Congress of the United States.”

A joint memorial of the Legislature of the
Territory of Alaska; to the Committee on
Public Lands:

“Senate Joint Memorial 1
“To the President of the United States, the
Congress of the United States, the United
States Maritime Commission, the Secre-
tary of the Interior, and the Delegate
from Alaska:

“Your memorialist, the Legislature of the
Territory of Alaska, in eighteenth session as-
sembled, respectfully submits that:
~ “Whereas the legislature has studied Dele-
gate BARTLETT’s telegraphic report relating to
the Alaska shipping situation; and

“Whereas the Alaska Steampship Co. and
the Northland Transportation Co. have chal-
lenged Alaska by threatening to discontinue
operation of ships from Seattle on March 1,

1947, if the Territory opposes their recent -
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proposal, by taking same to the Maritime
Commission for hearing; and

“Whereas the proposed over-all 35 percent
increase would cover passenger fares as well
as freight rates, and in practice constitutes
an average increase in freight rates of about
45 percent over present levels, which levels
already include a 16 percent wartime sur-
charge, which would be ruinous to the Ter-
ritory's economy; and

“Whereas previous stoppages of service of
said carriers have resulted in groundwork
having been laid for establishing other means
of transportation, such as an operation by
Briggs Steamship Co. from Prince Rupert to
southeastern Alaska at 20 percent below pres-
ent freight rates, and service by Portland in-
terests to westward Alaska; and

“Whereas emeIgency transportation could
be obtained during the threatened shut-
down, including possible amendment of sec-
tion 27 of the Jones Act to permanently re-
move discrimination against Alaska, or tem-
porary suspension thereof, making Canadian
service available; and

“Whereas it is not believed that Seattle
distributors and attendant interests would
permit any sustained discontinuance of serv-
ice by carriers headquartered in their city;
and

“Whereas the development of Alaska into a
strong buffer State 1s of paramount impor-
tance to the national security, which should
be safeguarded by unstinting relief with in-
eistence on efficlency measures, to solve this
transportation problem, with the view that
added development would soon increase
freight business to the point where operators
could reduce their rates below the present
high level, rendering adequate Federal as-
sistance but a temporary burden, in the na-
ture of a sound investment. $

“Therefore your memorialist accepts the
challenge laid down by the carriers and di-
rects its administrative officers to fight any
increase in water-borne freight rates with
every means at their disposal, and hereby
urges Federal authorities to lend support to
the Territory in this matter of national con-
cern.

“And your memorialist will ever pray.

“Passed by the senate February 4, 1947.

“Approved by the governor February 10,
1947.

“ErNEST GRUENING,
“Governor of Alaska.”

A resolution adopted by Post No. 1, of the
Federal Employees Veterans Assoclation,
Philadelphia, Pa., favoring an investigation
of the operation and administration of the
Veterans Preference Act of 1944; to the Com-
mitiee on Civil Service.

The petition of the annual provisional con-
ference of the Methodist Church of Puerto
Rico, praying for the enactment of legisla-
tion to determine the politica! status of the
people of Puerto Rico; to the Committee on
Public Lands.

By Mr. MURRAY:

A joint memorial of the Legislature of the
Btate of Montana; to the Committee on Pub-
lic Lands:

“Senate Joint Memorial 1

“Joint memorial of the Senate and of the
House of Representativcs of the State of
Montana to the President and the Congress
of the United States relative to the post-
war construction of an adequate tubercu-
losie sanitarium for Indians at a sultable
loeation within the State of Montana

“To the President of the United States and to

the Honorable Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States in Con=
gress assembled:

“Whereas there is within Montana a large
Indian population on numerous Indian res-
ervations; and

“Whereas the people of Montana are deep-
ly concerned with the extremely high death
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mtg of Montana Indians from tuberculosis;
an

“Whereas there are no existing special fa-
cillties within the State for their treatment
and hospitalization: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved, That the Senat. of the State
of Montana, and the House of Representa-
tives concurring, strongly urge that the Con-
gress of the United States include in the
Federal postwar building program an appro-
priation for the construction and equipment
of an adequate tuberculosis sanitarium for
Indians at some suitable location within the
State of Montana; be it further

“Resolved, That coples of this memorial
be forwarded by the Secretary of State to the
President of the United States, © the Vice
President of the United States, to the Speak-
er of the House of Representatives of the
United States, to the Senators and Repre-
sentatives in Congress from this State, to the
Becretary of the Interior, and to the Com-
missioner of Indian Affairs.”

A joint memorial of the Legislature of the
Btate of Montana; to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry:

“Senate Jolnt Memorial 2

“Joint memorial to the Congress of the
United States petitioning Congress to
strengthen present sanitary requirements
governing the importation of livestock and
lvestock products and to appropriate addi-
tional funds to the Bureau of Animal In-
dustry, United States Department of Agri-
culture, in order that border inspection may
be strengthened and a system of patrol
established along the northern boundary of
Mexico to guard against the importation of
people, animals, and materials carrying the
infection of foot-and-mouth disease, and
also petitioning Congress to offer to the
Government of the Republic of Mexico such

-facilities as may be available from the Bu-

reau of animal industry, United States De-
partment of Agriculture, and appropriating
money to provide for such facilities and to
extend financial aid to the Republic of Mex-
ico in order that foot-and-mouth disease
may be eradicated.

“To the President of the United States and
to the Honorable Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States in
Congress assembled:

“Whereas foot-and-mouth disease now ex-
ists in livestock in the Republic of Mexico;
and

'“Whereas, the disease has spread from the
six original states involved in the vicinity of

Mexico City as far west and north as the

State of Zacatocas; and

“Whereas, it is extremely doubtful if the
Government of the Republic of Mexico can
eradicate this disease from their livestock
without additional assistance; and

“Whereas, the presence of foot-and-mouth
disease in the Republic of Mexico presents a
very definite threat to the prosperity of the
livestock industry and the entire economic
welfare of the United States: Now, therefore,
be it

“Resolved by the Thirtieth Legislative As-
sembly of the State of Montana (the Senate
and House of Representatives concurring),
That we earnestly petition the Congress of
the United States to strengthen the present
sanitary requirements governing the impor-
tation ot livestock and livestock products
from Mexico and from other countries in
which foot-and-mouth disease exists; be it
further

- “Resolved, That we earnestly petition Con-
gress to appropriate additional funds to the

Bureau of Animal Industry, United States

Department of Agriculture in order that

border inspection may be strengthened and a

gystem of patrol be established along the

northern boundary of Mexico to guard
against the importation of people, animals,
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and materials carrying the infection of foot-
and-mouth disease; be it further

" “Resolved, That we petition and urge the
Congress of the United States to offer to
the Government of the Republic of Mexico
such facilities and assistance as may be
avallable from the Bureau of Animal In-
dustry, United States Department of Agri-
culture and to appropriate funds to pro-
vide for this assistance and to provide direct
financial aid to the government of the Re-
public of Mexico in order that foot-and-
mouth disease be eradicated from their live-
stock; and be it further

“Resolved, that a copy of this joint me-
morial be forwarded by the secretary of
state to the President of the United States
and to the President pro tempore of the
United States Senate, the Speaker of the
House of Representatives, the Honorable Sec-
retary of State, the Honorable Secretary of
the United States Department of Agriculture,
and to the Senators and Representatives in
Congress from the State of Montana with
the request that they bring this matter
forcibly to the attention of the Members of
the Congress of the United States.

“Approved February 11, 1947.

“Sam_C. Forp,
“Governor.”

A joint memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Montana; to the Committee on
Armed Services:

“House Joint Memorial 4

“Joint memorial to the President and Con-
gress of the United States requesting the
introduction and enactment of appropriate
legislation authorizing the immediate re-
demption of bonds issued to the enlisted
members of the armed forces for accumu-
lated leave pay under the terms of the
Armed Forces Leave Act of 1946

“To the President of the United States and
to the Honorable Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States in
Congress assembled and to the Honor-
able James E. Murray, the Honorable
Zales N. Ecton, the Honorable Mike
Mansfield, and the Honorable Wesley A.
D'Ewart:

“Whereas the avowed purpose of the Armed
Forces Leave Act of 1946 is to grant equal
treatment in the matter of leave to all per-
sonnel of the armed forces; and

““Whereas under the terms of that act com-
missioned officers continue to receive com-
pensation for accumulated leave in cash
while enlisted personnel receive only a frac-
tion of their accumulated leave pay in cash
and the balance in bonds which are non-
negotiable and payable only after 5 years
from the date of issuance; and

“Whereas the need of former enlisted mem-
bers of the armed forces for immediate com-
pensation for accumulated leave in cash is,
in most cases, greater than that of com-
missioned officers in order to assist such
members in the trying pericd of readjust-
ment to civilian life, therefore justice and
fairness reguire that such enlisted mem-
bers should have the benefit of immediate
payments under the terms of the Armed
Forces Leave Act of 1946; and

“Whereas a consideration of the equities
and a balancing of alleged inflationary ef-
fects of such payments against the very ur-
gent need of enlisted personnel for such
compensation immediately demonstrates that
enlisted personnel are entitled to prompt
cash payment for all accumulated leave:
Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the House of Representatives
of the Thirtieth Legislative Assembly of the
State of Montana (the Senate concurring),
That we respectfully urge the Congress of
the ¥nited States to enact proper legisla-
tion providing for the immediate redemp-
tion of all bonds issued under the terms of
the Armed Forces Leave Act of 1946 in cash,
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and that all future payments under the
terms of such act be made in cash; be it
further

“Resolved, That copies of this memorial
be forwarded by the chief clerk of the house
of representatives to the President of the
United States, to the President pro tempore
of the Senate of the United States, to the
Speaker of the House of Representatives of
the United States, and to the Honorable
JaMEs E. Murray and ZarLes N. EcToN, Sen-
ators from Mopntana, and to the Honorable
Mixke MansFIELD and WEeSLEY D'’EwarTt, Rep-
resentatives in Congress from Montana.”

By Mr. OMAHONEY :

A joint memorial of the Legislature of the
State of Wyoming; to the Commitiee on Pub-
lic Lands:

“Senate Joint Memorial 1
“Joint memorial memorializing the Congress
of the United States of American to enact
legislation relating to the Shoshone and

Arapahoe Tribes of the Wind River Reser-

vation in Wyoming

“Whereas the business councils of the
Shoshone and Arapahoe Tribes of the Wind
River Reservation in Wyoming desire and are
entitled to the abolishment of the Federal
Indian Bureau and the vesting in members
of such tribes, of their proper tribal herit-
ages; and :

“Whereas there is now pending in the
Eightieth Congress of the United States of
America, H. R. 1098, proposing authorized
division of designated trust funds for joint
credit of such tribes: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate of the Twenty-
ninth Legislature of the State of Wyoming
(its House of Representatives concurring),
That it is the will of such legislature that
sald Shoshone and Arapahoe Tribes be
promptly granted such tribal heritages and
that sald Indian Bureau be promptly and
finally abolished in order that all members of
said tribes may fully assume their appro-
priately independent status and responsi-
bilities as citizens of sald United States of
America; and be it further

*“Resolved, That copies of this memorial be
sent to the President of the United States, to
the presiding officer of the United States
Senate, and the Speaker of the House of
Representatives of sald Congress, to Hon.
Josepe C. O'MAHONEY, Hon, E. V. ROBERTSON,
and Hon. FrRank A. BARRETT, Senators and
Representatives respectively in the United
States Congress, from Wyoming, and to the
following members of sald United States
Senate's new Civil BService Committee:
Senator Lawncer, of North Dakota; Senator
CHavez, of New Mexico; Senator THYE, of
Minnesota; Senator UmsTEAD, of Worth Caro-
lina; Senator O'ConoRr, of Maryland; Senator
Barowin, of Connecticut, and Senator Ecton,
of Montana.

“"Approved February 20, 1947.

“LesTER C. HUNT,
“Governor.”

- (The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before
the Senate a joint memorial of the Legisla-
ture of the State of Wyoming identical with
the foregoing, which was referred to the
Committee on Public Lands.)

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
State of Wyoming; to the Committee on Pub-
lic Lands:

“Senate Joint Resolution 1
“Joint resolution related to unfair policies
of the Forest Bervice of the United States
with respect to the livestock industry in

Wyoming

“Whereas establishment of national forest

areas In Wyoming has greatly reduced the
total of taxable lands in said State, the re-
lated load upon real and personal property
of Wyoming livestock growers is greater than
that upon property of any other industry in
such State and they have always been right-
fully dependent upon and entitled to con-
tinuity of fair and stabilized Forest Service
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management programs concerning summer
grazing of livestock on such areas, present
impairment of which is opposed to the na-
tional interest; and

“Whereas greatly too many officials em-
ployed by the Federal Government in its ad-
ministration of affected forestry programs in
their bureaucratic disregard of sald affected
industry's equities, the national interest and
related advice from experience-seasoned,
capable, and patriotic advisory board mem-
bers, have adopted policies so vaeillating, un-
reasonable, and dangerously restrictive, that
enforced disposition or reduction by such
industry of commensurate property and its
liquidation of its tax-revenue producing
livestock, 1s assuming alarming, resultant
proportions: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved, by the Senate of the Twenty-
ninth Legislature of the State of Wyoming
(its House of Representatives concurring),
That the Congress of the United States is
hereby requested to correct the criticized sit-
uation in Wyoming by appropriate legisla-
tion after prompt and full investigation by
congressional public-lands committees, of all
affecting policies and action of and appro-
priations for, the Forest Service; be it further

“Resolved, That copies hereof be sent to the
Honorable Joserr C. O'MAHONEY, the Hon-
orable E. V. RoeerTsoN, and the Honorable
FrRANK A. BARRETT, Senators and Representa-
tive, respectively, in the United States Con-
gress, from Wyoming.

“Approved February 20, 1947.

“LESTER C. HUNT,
“Governor.”

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
State of Wyoming; to the Committee on
Public Lands:

“Senate Joint Resolution 2

“Joint resolution relating to public lands in,
and funds and other relief due, the State
of Wyoming from the United States of
America

“Be it resolved by the Legislature of the
State of Wyoming (two-thirds of all mem-
bers of each of its two houses, voting sepa-
rately. concurring therein):

“Whereas lands now constituting the State
of Wyoming were acquired largely under
treaties with France and Mexico, having pro-
vided that the territory embraced under
such acquisition ‘shall be formed into free,
sovereign, and independent States and in-
corporated Into the Union of the United
States of America as soon as possible, and
the citizens thereof shall be accorded the
enjoyment of all the rights, advantages, and
immunities as the citizens of the original
States,” and sald Louisiana Purchase Treaty
with France having contained almost iden-
tical requirements; and

“Whereas in the early days of the public
domair none questioned but that it should
and soon would pass to the several States
within which it was situate, the then excuse
for withholding such action having been
that it was pledged to secure a national debt
created by the Revolutionary War but after
sald debt was paid, such lands having been
retained by the Federal Government and
funds rapldly accumulated from disposal
thereof, with a relatively minor exception,
having been loaned to and among the then
26 States of the Union, most of which had
never contributed toward such fund, and
which fund with accumulated interest is now
reported to be in excess of $2,000,000,000,
distribution thereof being equitably due to
sald public-land States; and

“Whereas although the act admitting
Wyoming into the Union, approved by the
Federal Congress on July 10, 1890, included
the express provision that ‘the State of Wyo-
ming is hereby declared to be a State of
the United States of America and is hereby
declared admitted into the Union on an
equal footing with the original Btates in
all respects whatever,’ and although the
United States never asserted ownership of

FEBRUARY 28

the lands, minerals, or waters of the origi-
nal States and by paragraph 17 « * section 8
of article I of its Constitution, the Federal
Congress was authorized to exercise author-
ity over, in addition to the District of Co-
lumbia, only such places as the Nation might
purchase, by and with the consent of the
legislature of the State in which the same
are located, for specified purposes not in-
cluding forests, minerals, monuments, or
waters; and

“Whereas instead of vesting in the State
of Wyoming full title to all public land
within its borders, as legally and equitably
due said State under the treaty and consti-
tutional provisions aforesaid, the Federal
Government has followed a program of Ex-
ecutive withdrawals under which there have
been additional lands eliminated from the
tax rolls and control of this State which
program included administrative set-up of
the so-called Jackson Hole Monument, cov-
ering several hundred thousands acres of
Wyoming land, portions thereof being pri-
vately or State owned, and the will of Con-
gress In setting aside such autocratic Ex-
ecutive action having been defeated by Presi-
dential veto: Now, therefore. be it

“Resolved by the Senate of the Twenty-
Ninth Legislature of the State of Wyoming
(its House of Representatives comcurring),
That the Honorable JoserH C. O'MAHONEY,
the Honorable Epwarp V. RoserTsoN, and the
Honorable FRANK A. BamrreTT, Senators ard
Representative, respectively from Wyoming
in the Congress, and the Honorable Lester
C. Hunt, Governor of this State, be and they
are hereby requested, first. to continue their
efficlent past action in opposing establish-
ment of said so-called monument; second,
to have initiated and diligently prosecuted
appropriate legislation by the Congress look-
ing to early restoration to this State or to
its citizens of full title to all public-grazing
lands inside its boundaries; and, third, to
initiate and prosecute in like inanner, action
looking to recovery by this State of all
moneys properly payable to it on account of
lands and minerals previously and improp-
erly withdrawn from it or from private own-
ership, including but not by way of limita-
tion, the proportionate emount due said
State on account of the one specific fund
previously mentloned, and be it further

“Resolved, That certified copies hereof be
forwarded to the President 'of the United
States, the Secretary of the Department of
the Interior, the President of the Senate,
and the Speaker of tl e House of Representa-
tives of the Federal Congress, the Honorable
JoserH C. O'MaHoNEY, the Honorable Ebp-
warp V. ROBERTSON, and the Honorable
FRANK A. BARRETT, Senators and Representa-
tive, respectively, in said Congress from Wyo-
ming, and to Hon. Lestcr C. Hunt, Governor
of Wyoming.

“Approved February 20, 1947.

“LEsTER C. HUNT,
“Governor.”

(The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before
the Senate a joint resolution of the Legisla~
ture of the State of Wyoming identical with
the foregoing, which was referred to the
Committee on Public Lands.)

RESOLUTION OF NEBRASKA LEGISLA-

TURE RELATING TO FOOT-AND-MOUTH
DISEASE

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to present a resolu-
tion adopted by the Nebraska Unicam-
eral Legislature with reference to the
foot-and-mouth disease, a subject which
has already been acted upon by the Con-
gress, but I think the resolution, with
the signatures of the members, should be
printed in the REcorp as a part of my
remarks.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was received, referred to the Com-
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mittee on Agriculture and Forestry, and
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, with
the signatures attached, as follows:

To the President of the United States, the
Senate, and the House of Representatives
of the United States:

Whereas foot-and-mouth disease now
exists in livestock in the Republic of Mexico;
and

Whereas the disease has spread from the
six original states involved in the vicinity of
Mexico City as far west and north as the
state of Zacatecas; and

Whereas it is extremely doubtful if the
government of the Republic of Mexico can
eradicate this disease from their livestock
without additional assistance; and
* Whereas the presence of foot-and-mouth
disease in the Republic of Mexico presents a
very definite threat to the prosperity of the
livestock industry and the entire economiec
welfare of the United States:

Now, therefore, we the undersigned mem-
bers of the Sixtieth Session of the Legislature
of Nebraska, 1947, petition the Congress of
the United States:

1. To strengthen the present sanitary re-
quirements governing the importation of
Xvestock and livestock products from Mexico
and from other countries in which foot-and-
mouth disease exists.

2. To appropriate additional funds to the
Bureau of Animal Industry, United States
Department of Agriculture, in order that bor-
der inspection may be strengthened and a
system of patrol be established along the
northern boundary of Mexico to guard
against the importation of people, animals,
and materials carrying the infection of foot-
and-mouth disease.

3. To offer to the government of the Re-
public of Mexico such facilities and assist-
ance as may be available from the Bureau
of Animal Industry, United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture, and to appropriate
funds to provide for this assistance and to
provide direct financial ald to the govern-
ment of the Republic of Mexico in order that
foot-and-mouth disease be eradicated from
their livestock.

Ed Hoyt, Clyde F. Cretsinger, Harold C.

Prichard, J. V. Benesch, H. P. Heili-
ger, Lloyd Eain, Ray Babcock,
John P. McKnight, Harry A. Foster,
0. H. Person, Henry D. Kosman,
Fred A. Seaton, John S. Callan,
*'William Hern, Ernest C. Raasch,
Harry F. Burnham, Roy B. Carl-
berg, Fred A. Mueller, Arthur Car-
mody, C. C. Lillibridge, Ed. F. Lu-
slenski, Dwight W. Burney, Otto J.
Prohs, Joe W. Leedom, R. B. Steele,
C. Petrus Peterson, Charles F.
Tvrdik, Lester H. Anderson, Daniel
Garber, Harry L. Pizer, Earl J. Lee,
Walter R. Raecke, John L. Cope-
land, Karl E. Vogel, George W.
Bevins, Glenn Cramer, William A,
Metzger, N, F. Schroeder, W. J.
Norman.

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION OF SOUTH
CAROLINA LEGISLATURE RELATING TO
SUGAR
Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent

to present for appropriate reference and

printing in the REcorp a concurrent res-
olution adopted by the House and Sen-
ate of the State of South Carolina memo-
rializing and petitioning the Congress of
the United States and other agencies of
the Federal Government to take what-
ever steps are needful and necessary to
make a greater amount of sugar avail-
able to the American people,

There being no objection, the concur-
rent resolution was received, referred to
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the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency, and, under the rule, ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:

Concurrent resoclution memorializing and pe-
titioning the Congress of the United States
and other agencies of the Federal Govern=-
ment to take whatever steps needful and
necessary to make a greater amount of
sugar available to the American people
Whereas sugar has always been the most

indispensable and the best loved essential in

the diet of the American people; and
Whereas for years this element of saccharin
bliss has been only enough to tease and never

enough to satisfy the palate of 140,000,000

Americans; and
Whereas to the appetite that cries out for

Jams, jellies, preserves, frosted cakes, pies,

and candies even as the ancient Hebrews

sighed for the fleshpots of Egypt the mere
canning of fruits and the gnawing of sweet-
potato candy can never bring to the sweet
tooth of the American people that feeling of
deep content and satisfaction which long has
been its solace and heritage; and

Whereas soon every household in the land
will have access to another crop of berries,
fruits, and produce which, without adequate

-sugar become as tasteless and unsatisfying

as the apples of Sodom; and

Whereas in order to secure again a rea-
sonable indulgence of appetites long sensi-
tive to the sweet and the delectable the
American people are willing to part with a
little more money, which satisfieth not, In
exchange for more sugar, which satisfieth
much: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the house of representatives
(the senate concurring), That the Congress
of the United States be, and hereby is, re-
spectfully and prayerfully implored, memori-
alized and petitioned to take whatever steps
needful and necessary, along with any and
all other agencies of the Federal Government,
to make available at whatever cost more of
this delightful and tantalizing element of
nutritional enjoyment commonly known as
sugar to the end that once again meal time
may become the sweet and pleasurable hour
for which millions of American homes have
long sighed and pined in vain; be it further

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be
forwarded to the Presiding Officer of each
House of the Congress, to the Secretary of
Agriculture, and to each Representative in
the two Houses of Congress from the State
of SBouth Carolina.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid
before the Senate a concurrent resolu-
tion identical with the foregoing, which
was referred to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

FREE SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM IN
SOUTH CAROLINA

Mr. MAYBANE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the ReEcorp and appropriately referred a
letter addressed to me by Jesse T. Ander-
son, State superintendent of education
of my State, showing the necessity for
additional appropriations for the free
hot-lunch program for the children of
South Carolina.

There being no objection, the letter
was referred to the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare, and ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA,
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,
Columbia, S. C., February 21, 1947,
Senator BURNET R. MAYBANK,
Washington, D. C.

DeAR SENATOR MAYBANK: We are now fac-
ing a situation that will be most detrimental
to the program unless some additional Fed-
eral funds are made available through a de-
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ficlency appropriation. We find that South
Carolina will need $320,965 more to con-
tinue the program until the end of the
school term. Without this, our money will
run out between the 15th of March and the
1st of April,

As you know, the hot-lunch program in
South Carolina has met with marked suc-
cess and our State legislature has probably
gone further than most of the States in pro-
viding for the services. You will recall that
the State pays the salary of a supervisor for
each county and appropriates an additional
$150,000 that is given to the county boards
of education In promoting the program, and
it would be a calamity upon our program
should we be forced to close our lunchrooms,
It is practically impossible for the school-
lunch program to continue without Federal
funds and I am herewith urging you to use
your influence in seeing that the deficiency
appropriation is made and that South Caro-
lina’s needs will be met.

With best wishes to you, I am,

Very sincerely yours,
JEssE T. ANDERSON,
State Superintendent of Edueation.

PROTESTS AGAINST DISCONTINUANCE
OF CERTAIN SERVICES BY WESTERN
UNION TELEGRAPH CO.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the body of the REcorp five telegrams
which I have received from my State of
North Dakota; one from the Rudolf
Hotel, another from the Anderson Fur-
niture Co., a third from the Valley City -
Times-Record, one from Duffy Motors,
and one from Valley City Junior Cham-
tﬁe;k'of Commerce, all of Valley City, N.

I might call the attention of the Senate
to the fact that at the time the vote was
taken on the measure providing for the
consolidation of the Western Union
and the Postal Telegraph Cos. 11 Sen-
ators voted against the consolidation.
We said at that time that it would create
a monopoly. The telegrams ask that the
Western Union Telegraph Co. be pro-
hibited from shortening the hours of
service at certain of its offices and clos-
ing certain of its offices.

There being no objection, the tele-
grams were ordered to be printed in the
REecorp as follows:

VaLLEy City, N, DAx,, February 21, 1947,
Senator WiLriaM LANGER,

Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.;

Western Unlon imperative to our business
as well as others in community. Please try
to. discontinue shortening of office hours and
closing office.

Ruporr HOTEL.

VaLLeEY CrTY, N. Dax., February 21, 1947,
Senator WiLLiAM LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Please do utmost discontinue closing and
shortening office hours of the Western Union
Telegraph. Telegraph cannot function prop-
erly if this does not stop.

ANDERSON FUrRNITURE CO.,
W. B. ERAUSE.

VarLey CiTY, N. Dax., February 21, 1947,
Senator WILLIAM LANGER,
Washington, D.C.:
Please do utmost discourage closing of
Western Union offices or shortening of office
hours. This service necessary to all com=-

munities,
Varrey Ciry TimEes-RECORD.
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Varrey Crry, N. DaK., February 21, 1947,
Benator WiLriAM LANGER,
Washington, D.C.:

It is essential to have Western Union serv-
ice in this community as well as others.
Please try discontinue closing offices or short=
ening office hours,

Durry Morors.
VarrLey Crry, N. Dax., February 22, 1947,
Senator WiLLiAM LANGER,
Washington, D.C.:

Appreclate your support that Western
Union must stop closing offices and reducing
hours. Understand FCC now considering.
Service necessary to all communities.

VaLLEY CITY JUNIOR CHAMBER
oF COMMERCE,

ALLLOWANCES GRANTED CHILDREN OF
VETERANS

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have incorporated
in the REecorp excerpts from a letter
written to me by the widow of a veteran
of the last war, a man who gave his
life in the battle of the North Atlantic,
commenting upon the monthly allow-
ance to a growing child under the pres-
ent law and commenting on a proposed
law which would increase the allowances
for the support and maintenance of
widows of veterans who gave their lives
for their country, and also providing for
their children.

There being no objection the matter
referred to was ordered to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

HarTFORD, CONN., February 20, 1947,
The Honorable Raymonp E. BALDWIN,
Senator from Connecticut,
[ Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR BALDWIN: * * * Because
you have introduced this bill, I know that
you are aware that $156 is in Inadequate
amount for the monthly allowance of a grow-
ing child. At the present level of prices the
milk requirement alone, for a child, con-
sumes more than 50 percent of the monthly
allowance. You may have noticed in the
newspapers recently, a case in the Connecti-
cut courts, where the children's aid asked
814 weekly from a father “or the board,
medical and dental care of a child, They
deemed this amount necessary for the care
of the child.

I believe the greatest honor we can do
these men, who have given their lives, is to
see that their children have the security and
freedoms for which they fought. I am sure
that m:" husband, a brilliant young physician
who lost his life in the North Atlantic in
1943, while serving with the United States
Coast Guard, would ask no greater memorial
than the welfare and security of his sons.

* L] - L L]

Believe me,
Yours faithfully,
FraNCES F. CHAMBERLIN
(Mrs. T. L.).

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. WILEY, from the Committee on the
Judiciary:

8. J. Res, 69. Joint resolution to prepare
a revised edition of the Annotated Constitu-
tion of the United States of America as pub-
lished in 1938 as Senate Document 232 of
the Seventy-fourth Congress; with an amend-
ment (Rept. No. 41).

By Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce:

H. J. Res. 122. Joint resolution to au-
thorize the United States Maritime Commis-
sion to make provision for certain ocean
transportation service to and from Alaska
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until July 1, 1948, and for other purposes;
with amendments (Rept. No. 42).

By Mr. BRIDGES, from the Committee on
Appropriations:

H.R.1968. A bill making appropriations
to supply urgent deficlencies in certain
appropriations for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1947, and for other purposes; with amend-
ments (Rept. No. 43).

REPORTS OF COMMITTEE ON BANKING
AND CURRENCY

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, from
the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency, I ask unanimous consent to re-
port two bills which have been introduced
at the request of the Treasury Depart-
ment. The Banking and Currency
Committee has considered them, and I
now report the bills from that committee.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
Without objection, the reports will be
received, and the bills will be placed on
the calendar.

By Mr. FLANDERS, from the Committee
on Banking and Currency:

S.565. A bill to amend section 3539 of the
Revised Statutes, relating to taking trial
pieces of colns; without amendment (Rept.
No. 39); and

'S.566. A bill to amend sections 3533 and
8536 of the Revised Statutes with respect to
deviations in standard of ingots and weight
of silver coins; without amendment (Rept.
No. 40).

ADVERSE REPORT OF A NOMINATION

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr, President, as
in executive session, from the Committee
on Public Works, I ask unanimous con-
sent to submit an adverse report on the
nomination of Gordon R. Clapp, of Ten-
nessee, to be a member of the Board of
Directors of the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority for the remainder of the term
expiring 9 years after May 18, 1945, to
which office he was appointed during the
last recess of the Senate.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, With-
out objection, the report will be received
and placed on the Executive Calendar.

REPORT ON ACTIVITIES OF THE INTER-
NATIONAL LAEOR ORGANIZATION
CONFERENCE AT MONTREAL, CANADA

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President.
I ask unanimous consent to have made a
part of my remarks and printed in the
body of the REcorp a statement in the
nature of a report to the Senate on the
activities of the International Labor
Organization Conference at Montreal,
Canada, September 19 to October 9, 1946,
at which conference I had the honor to
be one of the national representatives of
the United States.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
ReEecorp, as follows:

Mr. President, an important conference of
most of the nations of the world has recently
been concluded. The twenty-ninth session
of the International Labor Conference was
held in Montreal, Canada, from September
19 to October 9, 1946. Forty-six member na-
tions sent representatives, and two nonmem-
ber nations, the Philippine Republic and El
Balvador, sent observers. There were 8 rep-
resentatives of the United Nations, 5§ repre-
sentatives of other specialized international
agencies, and 14 representatives of provincial
governments among the 429 persons partici-
pating in the conference.

I attended this conference as one of the
two Government delegates nominated by the
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Secretary of Labor and appointed by the
President of the United States.

Members of the Senate will recall that the
ILO is an association of nations that has been
in existence for 27 years. Fifty-two nations
are members of the organization., The ILO is
unique among international organizations—
both management and labor are voting part-
ners in the work of the ILO. At this twenty-
ninth session of the conference, Mr. James
David Zellerbach represented American em-
ployers, Mr. Robert J. Watt represented the
workers of the United States, and Assistant
Becretary of Labor David A. Morse and I were
the Government delegates. Mr. AUGUSTINE
B. KrLLEY, of the House, and Miss Frieda
Miller, of the Department of Labor, served
as substitute delegates., There were also
qualified technical persons present to advise
the Government, employer, and worker dele=-
gates. It was a well-rounded and coopera-
tive delegation—a good team.

Important action was taken at thls con-
ference. First, from the standpoint of inter-
national significance was the approval of the
draft agreement between the ILO and the
United Nations. This was the first agree-
ment negotiated under article 57 of the
United Nations Charter. When the agree-
ment was approved by the General Assembly
of the United Nations in December 1846, the
ILO was thereupon brought into rela-
tionship with the United Nations Economic
and Social Council as a specialized agency,

The agreement will permit the ILO to
continue its unigue position as an organiza-
tion devoted to improving working conditions
and raising living standards throughout the
world. It will also permit cooperation with
the United Nations Economic and Soccial
Council to accomplish their mutual objec-
tives of promoting higher living standards,
full employment, and social and economic
progress and development. Finally, the
agreement provides for coordination in the
administration of ILO and United Nations af- -
fairs for reasons of efficiency and economy.

Both contracting organizations believe
that their association will contribute greatly
to the realization of their mutual objectives,
As Secretary-General Trygve ILie, of the
United Nations, told the conference:

“The United Nations needs the full and
active support of the International Labor
Organization. On the other hand, the In-
ternational Labor Organization is bound to
be strengthened by its close relationship with
the United Nations and other specialized
agencies.”

The BSecretary-General also told the Con-
ference of the effect ILO had already had
upon the United Nations. He said:

“The successful experience of the Inter-
national Labor Organization was the most
important single factor in developing the
new idea of specialized agencies. That ex-
perience proved the value of separate organi-
zations, with a large measure of autonomy,
operating as instruments of international co-
operation in their specific fields.”

The second important achievement of the
conference was the amendment of the ILO
constitution. The experiences of the ILO
during the war, the dissolution of the League
of Nations, and the establishment of the
United Nations were factors requiring revi-
sion of the constitution of the Organization.

The Conference had placed before it for
adoption a substantial number of significant
amendments to the constitution. These
amendments were adopted by the Conference
and now must be ratified by member states.
Bince the United States is one of the eight
states of chief industrial importance, five of
which must ratify amendments before they
take effect, this Government's ratification of
these amendments is of real importance to
the Organization. Ratification of these
amendments is also of importance to this
Government because the amendments satisfy
in almost every detail the interests of the
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United States and will, it is believed, greatly
strengthen the ILO as the principal inter-
national agency for raising labor standards.
Th"e Congress will have to take action, and I
am Informed that proper measures are being
taken to present the revised constitution
to us for consideration. Since United States
membership in the ILO was taken by the
President upon the basis of a joint resolu-
tion of both Houses, it may be appropriate
for the revised constitution to be ratified in
the same manner. In connection with ratifi-
cation of the revised constitution of the
ILO, the Senate may be interested to know
that ‘the representatives of the governors of
43 States endorsed it at the thirteenth na-
tional conference on labor legislation held in
December 1946. This is particularly signifi-
cant in view of the increased State participa-
tion in ILO work made possible by the new
constitution.

Two of the amendments to the constitu-
tlon merit brief discussion:
1. PROVISIONS FOR APPLICATION OF CONVENTIONS

AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The present constitution provides that con-
ventions or recommendations adopted by the
Conference are to be submitted ,by member
governments to the appropriate national au-
thoritles for the enactment of legislation
or other action. In the case of a convention,
if the member obtains the consent of the

competent authorities, it communicates a

formal ratification to the ILO and reports
annually to the ILO on the measures it has
taken to give effect to the convention. If a
convention is not ratified, or no action is
taken on a recommendation, no further
obligaticn rests upon the member. In the
case of federal states, like the United States,
the power of which to enter into conventions
on labor matters is limited, the governments
are permitted to treat conventions as recom-
mendations.

The Conference delegation considering re-
vision of the constitution tock the view that
the work of the organization to raise labor
standards might be made more effective by
providing for a system of reporting on the
extent to which effect is given to any of the
provisions of an unratified convention and
stating the difficulties which prevent or de-
lay the ratification of the convention.

At the Conference itself, the government
representatives of Australia, Canada, and the
United States recommended a joint amend-
ment, which clarified further the obligations
to be assumed by Federal States. This joint
amendment was presented to the constitu-
tional questions committee by the United
States Government representative and was
adopted without objection. It provides that
for conventions covering subjects that lie
within the power of the Federal Governments,
the obligations of Federal Governments are
the same as governments of nonfederal states.
In the case of conventions the subject matter
of which, in whole or in part, is appropri
for action by constituent States, the Federal
Government will refer the convention to the
States for the enactment of legislation or
other action, and will report to the ILO the
extent to which effect is given to any of the
provisions of the conventions through Fed-
eral or State action.

In recommending this amendment, Mr,
David Morse stated:

“In undertaking this obligation, my Gov-
ernment is fully aware of and willing to as-
sume the enormous administrative burden
entailed in dealing with 48 State jurisdictions
and reporting on their actions. In this con-
nection it is worthy of note that in many in-
stances our States have already surpassed
the standards set by ILO recommendations
and conventions. MNever before, however,
were we in a position to obtain formal re-
ports on these matters. Consequently, the
proposed amendment will make possible
more accurate reflection of the United
States’ real position with respect to the ap-
plication of conventions.”
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2, PROVISIONS CONCERNING NONMETROPOLITAN
: TERRITORIES

The Conference delegation proposed and
the Conference adopted changes designed to
increase the participation of nonmetropolitan
territories in the works of the ILO. Article 8
was amended to authorize each member na-
tion responsible for the international rela-
tions of nonmetropolitan territories to ap-
point representatives of the territories as ad-
ditional advisers to its delegates with regard
to matters concerning the non-self-govern-
ing territories or within their self-governing
powers.

Conference delegation proposals dealing
with nonmetropolitan territories were clari-
fied by a joint amendment to article 35 pro-
posed by the United States, Great Britaln,
and the Netherlands. Under this amendment
the procedure for application of conventions
to nonmetropolitan territories has been clari-
fled and strengthened.

The third important accomplishment of
the Conference was the adoption of three
conventions and two recommendations for
the protection of children and young workers,
The interest of the ILO in development of
international regulations for the protection
of working children dates back to the very
beginning of the Organization's work. At the
first ILO Conference, held in 1919, two con=-
ventions dealing with minimum age and
regulation of night work for children in
industry were adopted. Action was taken
with respect to standards for children in
nonindustrial occupations in 1932 when a
minimum-age convention was adopted.

At the Montreal Conference further action
was taken for the protection of children and
young people. The Conference adopted con-
ventions concerning (1) medical examination
for fitness for employment In industry of
children and young persons, (2) medical
examination of children and young persons
for fitness for employment in nonindustrial
occupations, (8) restriction of night work of
children and young persons in nonindustrial
occupations and recommendations concern-
ing thése subjects. All except the conven=-
tion concerning medical examination for em-
ployment in nonindustrial occupations were
adopted unanimously. The recommenda-
tions define more explicitly the scope of the
conventions and set up more detalled ad-
ministrative principles and procedures for
carrying out the conventions. These con-
ventions and recommendations represent a
great step forward in the protection of chil-
dren and young workers.

The fourth important achievement of the
Conference was action preparing for the
adoption at the Geneva Conference this June
of conventions dealing with non-self-govern=-
ing territories. At the twenty-sixth session
of the International Labor Conference in
Philadelphia in 1944 and at the twenty-
seventh session in Paris the following year
attention was given to the question of social
problems and labor standards in non-self-
governing territories. Recommendations con-
cerning them were adopted at both Phila-
delphia and Paris. Certain provisions of
these recommendations were deemed appro-
priate for conventions and were put on the
agenda for first discussion at the Montreal
Conference,

In accordance with regular ILO procedure,
the office prepared a detailed set of draft
conclusions which constituted the basis of
discussion in the committee on soecial policy
in dependent territories at this Conference.
I had the honor to serve as chairman of
this committee. We agreed upon the texts
of three “conclusions” for approval by the
Conference relating to proposed conventions
concerning (1) soclal policy in nonmetro-
politan territories, (2) application to such
territories of international labor standards
contained in 12 existing conventions, and (3)
maximum length of contracts. The Confer-
ence adopted the report of the committee,
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The Conference also adopted resolutions
submitted to it by the committee drawing
attention of member countries to the need
of ratification and application of previously
adopted conventions on forced labor, and on
recruitment, contracts, and penal sanctions
in the employment of indigenous workers:
placing the three conclusions on the agenda
of the next conference for final decision on
conventions covering their provisions; invit-
ing the governing body to take action regard-
ing technical assistance by the office to gov-
ernments requesting it, regular meetings to
implement the proposed convention on social
policy, and an ILO branch office in Africa.

Action was taken with respect to a num-
ber of other matters coming before the con-
ference, but consideration of these is beyond
the scope of this report.

The ILO's assoclation with the United
Nations will provide an opportunity for in-
creased service in the cause of peace and im-
proved living standards throughout the
world. As a specialized international agency
of proved efficiency, the ILO will be in a
strategic position to assist materially in the
realization of the objectives of the United
Nations.

The ILO has outlined for itself an ambi-
tious program. In addition to the regular
sessions of the governing body and the con-
ference, the Organization will attempt to
hold annual meetings of its eight industrial
committees. There will also be regional con-
ferences from time to time, such as the
Asiatic Regional Conferences scheduled for
1947 and 1948,

The twenty-ninth session of the Interna-
tional Labor Conference accomplished much.
Its achievements afford clear and convincing
evidence of the vitality of the ILO and the
effectiveness of international cooperation in
improving working standards and living con-
ditions throughout the world.

An invaluable concomitant of such inter-
national cooperation to establish social jus-
tice i1s world peace. Establishment of the
United Nations carried us one step ahead on
the road to world peace. Bringing other in-
ternational agencies like the ILO into rela-
tionship with the United Nations has
strengthened our facilities for international
cooperation and taken us another step for-
ward on this road to peace. To take two
steps in the same direction is to walk. We
are now walking toward peace. Walking may
be a discouragingly slow means of locomo-
tion. International cooperation for peace is,
however, still in its infancy, and children
must learn to walk before they can run. I
have faith in the natural course of human
development.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were intro-
duced, read the first time, and, by unani-
mous consent, the second time, and re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. MURRAY:

8.'729. A bill to provide for the payment in
a lump sum to Montana State College of na-
tional service life insurance granted the late
Ralph Coldwater; and

8.730. A bill to provide pensions for dis-
abled veterans of the World War under sim-
ilar conditions, and in the same amounts, as
now provided for disabled veterans of the
Spanish-American War; to the Committee on
Finance.

By Mr. BUTLER:

8.731. A bill to amend the Falr Labor
Standards Act of 1938, as amended, so as to
exempt from the requirements of sections 6
and 7 of such act employees engaged in the
capacity of outside buyers; to the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare.

(Mr. BUTLER also introduced Senate bill
732, to provide for the pranting of honorable
discharges to certain persons who served in
the armed forces during World War I, which
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was referred to the Committee on Armed
Bervices, and appears under a separate
heading.)

By Mr. CAIN:

S.733. A bill to authorize the Secretary of
the Interior to acquire the property and fa-
cilities of the Rainier National Park Co.
within the Mount Rainier National Park,
Wash., to repair and reconstruct same, and
to construct such new facilities as may be

to assure adequate summer and
wiater accommedations for the public visit-
ing said park, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Public Lands.
By Mr. MOORE (for himself and Mr.
FERGUSON ) :

5. T734. A bill to amend the Natural Gas Act
approved June 21, 1938, as amended; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-

By Mr. REED:

B.735. A bill to amend paragraph 15 (a),
sgection 1, of the Interstate Commerce Act, as
amended; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. McGRATH:

8. T26. A bill authorizing the Commission-
ers of the District of Columbia to establish
daylight saving time in the District of Co-
lumbia during 1947; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

By Mr. MYERS:

8.737. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Mary
Wadlow; and

5.7538. A bill to amend the act entitled
“An act to provide for the recognition of the
services of the civilian officials and employees,
citizens of the United States, engaged in and
about the construction of the Panama
Canal,” approved May 20, 1944; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. CONNALLY:

8.739. A bill authorizing the transfer to
the United States Section, International
Boundary and Water Commission, by the War
Assets Administration of a portion of Fort
McIntosh at Laredo, Tex. and certain per-
sonal property in connection therewith, with=
out exchange of funds or reimbursement; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. LUCAS:

B.740. A bill to record the lawful admis-
slon to the United States for permanent resi-
dence of Naka Matsukata Rawsthorne; to the
Committee on the Judlciary.

By Mr. STEWART:

B.T41. A bill providing for immediate cash
redemption of bonds issued pursuant to the
Armed Forces Leave Act of 1946 and for future
payment of terminal leave compensable
under such act in cash; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

8.742. A bill for the relief of R. C. Owen;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

8.'743. A bill to provide for an increase of
20 percent in the monthly rates of pension
payable to veteraus of the Spanish-American
War and their dependents; to the Committee
on Finance.

By Mr. EASTLAND:

8.744. A bill to prohibit the Government
from stamped envelopes contain-
ing any lithographing, engraving, or print-
ing; and

B.745. A bill to amend the act entitled
“An act authorizing the Director of the Cen-
sus to collect and publish statistics of cot-
tonseed and cottonseed products, and for
other purposes,” approved August 7, 1916; to
the Committee on Clvil Service.

5.T46. A Dbill for the rellef of Robert E.
Graham; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Ey Mr. CAPEHART:

85.747. A bill for the relief of J. H. West-
field; and

5.748. A bill for the relief of Margaret
Dunn; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr, BRICEER (for himself, Mr.,
Camn, and Mr. RoBeRTsoN of Vir-
ginia):

8. J. Res. T9. Joint resolution to provide for
the temporary continuation of the functions
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of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation
with respect to the importing, purchase, pro=-
duction, allocation, and disposition of rub-
ber; to the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency.

HONORABLE DISCHARGES TO CERTAIN
MEMEBERS OF THE ARMED FORCES

Mr. BUTLER. Mi. President, I ask
unanimous consent to introduce for ap-
propriate reference a bill providing for
the granting of honorable discharges to
certain persons who served in the armed
forces during World War I. I request
that a statement prepared by me in ex-
planation of the bill may be printed in
the RECORD.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the bill will be received
and appropriately referred, and without
objection the statement presented by the
Senator from Nebraska will be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill
(S. 732) to provide for the granting of
honorable discharges to certain persons
who served in the armed forces during
World War I, introduced by Mr. BUTLER,
was received, read twice by its title, and
referred to the Commi.tee on Armed
Services.

The statement presented by Mr. Bur-
LER was ordered to be printed in the REc-
ORD, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR HUGH BUTLER

Mr. President, the bill I am Introducing
today ' designed to do justice to a large
class of men who received diczharges other
tha honorable from. the United States Army
during World War 1.

During 1917 and 1918, a large number of
enemy allens became members of the United
States armed forces. In the case I have par-
ticularl, ir. mind, Fred F. Koslc7ski, a re-
spected citizen of my State, Polish by origin,
but classed as a German national because
his part of Poland was at that time under
German rule, was a sergeant in the Army.
He he~ already taken out his first naturali-
zatlon papers. The Army, however, decided
to force the discharge of as many enemy
aliens as possible, but to refuse to grant
them honorable discr-rges. Mr. Koslowskl
was told bluntly that he would h-—e no
chance to become an officer or to serve over-
seas and that he might ¢ well resign. His
discharge was “other than honorable.” Since
that tirhe, he has acquired American citizen-
ship and has maintained the same fine rec-
ord of citizenship and service that his record
shows he rendered in the Nebrrska National
Guard and later in Federal service.

His case has been take™ up with the War
Department on several occasions, but the
War Department has persistently refused to
grant a ' honorable discharge. The last let-
ter I rave received from the War Department
indicates clearly to me that the Department
did not even trouble to give the case careful
consicd~ ~tion.

Mr. President, last summer in the Congres-
sional Reorganization Act, we decided to stop
the practice of introducing individual bills
for correction of milltary records. In that
act, we granted full authority to the War
Department to correct injustices. In this
case, the injustice is apparent. This hon-
orable discharge is being denied for no reason
except that the man in question was at that
time s German national. It happens that,
being a Pole, he was probably much more
bitterly anxious to fight against the Ger-
mans than were many of our own citizens.
Nevertheless, he was denied promotion and
virtually forced to accept a discharge with-
out honor. If this is not injustice, I have
never seen it., If the War Department does
not intend to use its authority to correct
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Injustice to better effect ‘han this, it occurs
to me that we may have to return to the
practice of handling these cases by private
bills, much as I would regret such a step.

My bill would simply direct that honorable
discharges be granted to those men in the
position of Mr. Koslowski, who were forced
out of the service without honor by reason
of their nationality and who later became
United States citizens,

HELEN A GRICKIS

Mr. MOORE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to submit a resolu-
tion, and request its immediate consid-
eration.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion (S. Res. 88) was considered and
agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate
is authorized and directed to pay out of the
contingent fund of the Senate, to Helen A.
Grickis, the sum of $£297.82 as compensation
for services performed by her in distributing
the Final Report of the Special Committee
Investigating Petroleum Resources. in an-
swering the accumulated correspondence,
and in performing other duties incident to
the termination of the work of said commit-
tee during the period of February 1 to 25,
1047, said sum to be paid from the balance
remaining to the credit of said committee.

INVESTIGATION OF NATIONAL DEFENSE
PROGRAM—INCREASE IN LIMIT OF
EXPENDITURES

Mr., BREWSTER, from the Special
Committee To Investigate the National
Defense Program, reported an original
resolution (S. Res. 89), which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Rules and
Administration, as follows:

Resolved, That the limit of expenditures
under Senate Resolution 71, Seventy-seventh
Congress, first session, agreed to March 1,
1041, and resolutions supplemental thereto
and amendatory thereof, inciuding Senate
Resolution 46, Eightieth Congress, first ses-
sion, agreed to January 22, 1947 (relating to
the investigation of the national defense pro-
gram) is hereby increased by $150.000.

COMPENSATION OF DEPUTY CLERKS

AND COMMISSIONERS OF DISTRICT
COURTS—AMENDMENT

Mr. EASTLAND submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to
the bill (S. 157) to amend the act en-
titled “An act defining ths compensation
of persons holding positions as deputy
clerks and commissioners of United
States district courts, and for other pur-
peses,” approved June 16, 1938, which
was referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary, and ordered to be printed
REDUCTION OF INDIVIDUAL INCCME TAX

PAYMENTS—AMENDMENT

Mr. STEWART submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to
the bill (H. R. 1) to reduce individual
income tax payments, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Finance, and
ordered to be printed.

EXEMPTION OF EMPLOYERS FROM

LIABILITY FOR PORTAL-TO-PORTAL

WAGES—AMENDMENTS

Mr. McGRATH submitted amend-
ments intended to be proposed by him
to the bill (S. 70) to exempt employers
from liability for portal-to-portal wages
in certain cases, and for other purposes,
which were severally ordered to lie on
the table and to be printed.
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Mr. BUTLER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to
the bill (S. 70) to exempt employers from
liability for portal-to-portal wages in
certain cases, and for other purposes,
which was ordered to lie on the table
and to be printed.

THE PACKING OF SAUERERAUT IN NO, 2
CANS

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, today I
addressed to Hon. Clinton P. Anderson,
Secretary of Agriculture, and Gen. Philip
B. Fleming, ‘Administrator, Office of
Temporary Controls, a letter inviting
their attention to what I think is a very
serious case of bureaucratic bungling, I
called attention to the fact that certain
officials in the Office of Temporary Con-
trols who are administering Order M-81
to grant application for the packing of
sauerkraut in No. 2 cans are “missing the
boat.” Former President Hoover in a
statement printed in this morning’s
newspapers says that the food situation
in Germany is very critical, and calls for
the appropriation of nearly one-half bil-
lion dollars fo be used in an effort to
keep starvation and the ensuing deteri-
oration and disorder from that country.
Yet, here at home a policy is being fol-
lowed under which certain foods are per-
mitted to erish. This letter goes into
details on the subject, and I ask that it
be printed in the Recorp following my
remarks.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

FEBRUARY 28, 1847.
Hon. CLiNnToN P, ANDERSON,
Secretary of Agriculture,
Washington, D. C.
Gen. PHILIP B. FLEMING,
Administrator, Office of Temporary
Controls, Washington, D. C.

GENTLEMEN: I am addressing this letter to
you to invite your attention to what I regard
as a most serious case of bureaucratic bun-
gling and blockheadedness; namely, the re-
fusal of certain officials in the Office of Tem-
porary Controls, who administer Order M-81,
to grant upplications for the packing of
sauerkraut in No. 2 cans.

Whnile this may seem at first glance a
purely isolated and minor case, nevertheless
it affects so many cabbage growers and can-
ners in my own and other States and it so
symbolizes the type of work of bureaucratic
square pegs in round holes that I am ad-
dressing this urgent letter to you and to other
officials who I hope will take immediate
corrective action on it.

The headlines tell us this very morning of
former President Hoover's appeal for food
for the strickenr German population, and of
the grim want and hunger throughout the
world. Why, then, should not urgent action
be taken to put to good use the supply of
vitamin-rich sauerkraut instead of allowing
it to spoil as much of it now seems, unfor-
tunately, destined to do?

The sauerkraut packing industry has ad-
dressed repeated appeals for No. 2 cans and
sufficient tin for the packing of kraut which
is now filling the industry’s tanks. I should
like to cite the various facts which it seems
to me irrefutably reenforce these appeals:

1, Urgency of need: We may note first that
the industry’s tanks are fillled at the preseht
time to T70-percent capacity, whereas the
normal percentage at this time of year is 20
to 25 percent. The normal raut-consuming
season will be past its peak in another 30
days. With the use of No. 2 cans, the indus-
try would be able to move between 20 and
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25 percent of the kraut in its tanks In the
next 30 days.

The kraut industry cannot plan for the next
season with its tanks 70 percent full of bulk
kraut at the present time. If uncorrected,
this condition will result in upsetting of the
economic structure of the portion of the food
industry that pertains to cabbage growing
and kraut packing, The cabbage growers
cannot possibly move their cabbage crop,
since ti. kraut industry will not be able to
take care of same unless it has immediate
relief. The result will be that the Depart-
ment of Agriculture will be faced with a tre-
mendouc crop of cabbage for which it will
have to find a home.

In the normal years before the war 25
percent of the entire industry's pack was
put in No. 2 tins and the percentage was
increasing every year. In the Middle West,
as high as 70 percent of individual packs
were put in No. 2 tins; therefore, the indus-
try is losing a considerable distribution.

2. Potential loss to Government: The
United States Government will face a loss
of revenue from taxes on an industry valued
at from seven to nine million dollars, plus
possible retroactive tax claims against the
Government on losses for the year 1947,

3. Reasons for need of No. 2 can: Since
the end of World War II, hundreds of
thousands of GI's and their families (con-
sisting of a wife and possibly one child)
have been forced to live in trailers and one-
room shacks due to the housing shortage.
They have no refrigeration egquipment and
will not buy a No. 215 can of kraut, which
contains approximately 30 ounces of kraut,
because they cannot use this amount in one
meal. The average small family, even if it
has refrigeration facilities, will not buy a 30-
ounce can of kraut which it cannot use in
one meal, as it will not put the remainder
of the kraut in the refrigerator because the
aroma might permeate the other foods. The
majority of the kraut packers have received
countless numbers of reguests for a No. 2
can sige of sauerkraut, the reasons being
that the No. 2% can, which is the smallest
size permitted under M-81, results in the
spoilage of the unused portion of the product
after the meal, for the reasons stated above.

4. Discrimination against kraut-packing
industry: The movement of the kraut has
been held up since last fall due to the fact
that the industry was not permitted the
use of No. 2 tins, while some 45 other vege-
table items were permitted the use of No. 2
tins and smaller sizes, During the war, dog
foods, oil, kraut, and other items were not
permitted the use of tin for civilian sale.
While dog foods and the other industries
were again given tin even before they had
purchased the necessary raw materials, their
can sizes were not restricted. Yet kraut was
not permitted to use No. 2 cans even after
the packers had already purchased their
raw material. The kraut industry is one
of the oldest canning industries, while many
other enterprises like dog food in tin are
relatively new.

5. Saving of materials through No. 2 can:
The permitted use of No. 2 cans for the pack-
ing of kraut would only increase the use of
tin 10.3 percent on that portion of the kraut
put into No. 2 cans. However, the use of No.
2 cans would save materially on the steel
requirements, because the No. 2 can is made
up of a body of 90 gage and ends of 95
gage, while the No. 214 can is made up of
both body and ends of 95 gage.

6. Splendid record of kraut industry: May
I remind you, gentlemen, that the kraut in-
dustry has always done more than its share
in cocperating with the Government. Dur-
ing the war, for instance, the industry often
tock care of surplus cabbage crops from Wis-
consin to Texas and from California to New
York.

These facts, it seems to me, justify im-

mediate action for relief of the kraut in-
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dustry from order M-81 in order to allow it
No. 2 cans for packing.
Looking forward to hearing from you on
this matter and with every good wish, I am,
Sincerely yours,
ALEXANDER WILEY.

BROADCAST BY STATION WFIL, PHILA-
DELPHIA, OF TRIAL OF THE COINS

Mr. MYERS. Mr. President, on Feb-
ruary 12, 1947, WFIL, Philadelphia,
made the first broadcast in the history
of one of the country’'s oldest ceremonial
functions. As ordered by Federal stat-
ute in 1792, the United States Mint at
Philadelphia held the annual Trial of
the Coins. This year's Assay Commis-
sion is the one hundred and fifty-fifth
in our country’s history, 154 having been
held in Philadelphia, while one, in the
year 1801, was held in Washington.
Mrs. Nellie Tayloe Ross, Director of the
United States Mint, conducted the
broadcast.

Because of its educational importance,
particularly to Philadelphia school chil-
dren, WFIL considered this event a
“must” in the interest of public service.
This station is one of the most influential
forces in the community and I congratu-
late it upon the fine service which it is
rendering to the people of Pennsylvania.

GRAZING LANDS—ARTICLE BY
FREDERICE P. CHAMP

[Mr. HATCH asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the Recorp an article deal-
ing with Government-held grazing lands, by
Frederick P. Champ, published in the Den=-
ver Post of February 23, 1947, which appears
in the Appendix.]

NEW JERSEY'S FIGHT ON CANCER—

ADDRESS BY GEORGE E. STRING-

FELLOW

[Mr. REVERCOMB asked and obtained
leave to have printed in the RECORD an
address entitled “How New Jersey Raises
Funds and Fights Cancer,"” delivered by
George E. Stringfellow, president of the New
Jersey division of the American Cancer
Society, at St. Louis, Mo., February 7, 1947,
which appears in the Appendix.]

THE  CANCER PROBLEM—EDITORIAL
FROM THE NEWAREK (N. J.) STAR-
LEDGER
[Mr. REVERCOMB asked and obtained

leave to have printed in the REcorp an edi-

torial entitled “A Jersey Adventure,” deal-
ing with the subject of cancer, published in
the Newark (N. J.) Star-Ledger of February

16, 1947, which appears in the Appendix.]

DEFINITION OF DEMOCRACY—EXCERPT
FROM EDITORIAL IN LIFE

[Mr, BALDWIN asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the REcorp an excerpt
from an editorial on democracy, published
in Life magazine, which' appears in the
Appendix.]

EDITORIAL COMMENT ON LINCOLN DAY
ADDRESS BY GOV. GREEN, OF ILLI-
NOIS
|Mr. BROOKS asked and obtained leave

to have printed in the Recorp an editorial

entitled “An American Program for the Re-
publican Party,” published in the Chicago

Herald-American of February 26, 1947, which

appears in the Appendix.]

FINAL ADDRESS TO THE PEOPLE'S COURT

BY ARCHBISHOFP STEFINAC'
[Mr. McGRATH asked and obtained leave

to have printed in the Recorp a pamphlet
entitled “My Conscience Is Clear—I Am
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Ready to Die,” being the English translation
of the final address to the people’s court
made by Archbishop Stepinac at his trial
in Zagreb, Yugoslavia, which appears in the
Appendix.]

HOUSING FOR VETERANS (H. DOC. NO. 151)

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate a message from the
President of the United States, which was
read and referred to the Commitiee on
Banking and Currency.

(For President’s message, see today’s
proceedings of the House of Representa-
tives on p. 1578.)

REPORT OF NATIONAL ADVISORY COM-
MITTEE FOR AERONAUTICS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate a message from the
President of the United States, which was
read and, with the accompanying report,
referred to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

(For President’s message, see today's
proceedings of the House of Representa-
tives on p. 1574.)

THE LEGISLATIVE BUDGET

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res.
7) establishing the ceiling for expendi-
tures for the fiscal year 1948 and for
appropriations for the fiscal year 1948
to be expended in said fiscal year.

The PRESIDENT pro fempore. The
parliamentary situation at the moment
is as follows: The guestion is on agree-
ing to the amendment proposed by the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarrl to the
amendment of the Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mr. ENnowLAND], to strike out in
line 4 the numeral “3"” and in lieu there-
of to insert the numeral “1.” TUpon the
amendment to the amendment the yeas
and nays have been ordered. The Sen-
ate is proceeding under a 20-minute limi-
tation on debate. The Senator from
Ohio [Mr. TaFr] is recognized.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I wish to
speak briefly on the proposal of the Sen-
ator from California to make a compul-
sory application to the national debt of
$3,000,000,000 of any excess. The figures
in the resolution, as it has now been
amended by the Senate, show that our
estimates are $39,100,000,000 for receipts
and $33,000,000,000 for expenditures, or
a total excess of $6,100,000,000. The ap-
plication of $3,000,000,000 on the debt
would leave approximately $3,000,000,-
000 available for tax reduction.

My own feeling is very strong that the
question of tax reduction is more im-
portant at the present time than the
question of the reduction of the debt.
That is due in part to the fact that we do
not have a normal budget. Our expend-
itures are steadily decreasing. After
this year they should be decreased by
four or five billion dollars more. There
is still a substantial amount of expendi-
tures as a result of the aftermath of the
war, which expenditures will disappear
in the next year or 2 years.

I think the Senator from California
is correct in stating that in the Reor-
ganization Act itself there is a reference
to the application of funds to reduce the
debt, although it is somewhat indefinite.
The La Follette-Monroney Act provides
that if the estimated receipts exceed the

CONGRESSIONAL RECCRD—SENATE

estimated expenditures, the report shall
contain a recommendation for a reduc-
tion in the public debt. If does not
specify the amount, but probably the
spirit of the act is that some amount
should be named; and I have no objec-
tion to naming an amount, although I
really prefer to determine at a later date
what disposition is to be made of the
$6,000,000,000 of excess. It seems to me
that the less we tie our hands beyond
what is actually required by law, the
better off we shall be.

I believe that & reduction of $3,000,-
000,000 in the public debt at the present
time would not be a good thing for the
economy of the country during the next
year. I think it should be pointed out
that that would mean taking from the
people of the United States $3,000,000,000
more than we are paying out. That is to
say, we would be reducing the purchas-
ing power of the people by $3,000,000,000.

Furthermore, we are also taxing, and
properly charging to the budget, all the
receipts for the old-age pension fund,
for the unemployment trust fund, for
veterans' life insurance, for the Federal
employees’ retirement fund, and for the
railroad retirement account, and we are
paying out of those funds very much less
than we are taking in. In other words,

we are taxing the people through those

funds approximately $2,700,000,000 more
than we are actually paying out of the
funds. So the net result, if the amend-
ment of the Senator from California
should be adopted, would be to take
away from the people of the United
States during the next fiscal year ap-
proximately $5,780,000,000 more than the
Government would pay out. We should
be reducing the purchasing power of the
people by that much.

I doubt whether that is a wise thing to
do. The President’s Economic Report
calls attention to the fact that there is
danger of a siteady decrease in purchas-
ing power during the next year. He
says:

Maximum production and employment this
year would yield a substantial increase in the
available supply of consumer goods and serv-
ices, especially in the area of durable goods.
This requires higher real purchasing power
to take the goods off the market. If price
and wage adjustments are not made, and
made soon enough, there is danger that con-
sumer buying will falter, orders to manufac-
turers will decline, production will drop, and
unemployment will occur,

I do not know how great that danger is,
but it seems to me that as a matter of
degree we should be making a mistake
now if we were to commit ourselves to
take out of the people’s purchasing power
$5,700,000,000 more than the Government
is spending or giving back to the people.
I believe that an annual reduction in the
debt of between one billion and two bil-
lion dollars is desirable. I point out that
the actual existence of the debt is not at
the time a danger. The danger was in
the increase of the debt when we inflated
purchasing power by tremendous figures,
beyond anything that we were taking
away from the people, and created a
steadily rising price and wage level. Of

course the debt should be reduced, but -

I think the reduction should be gradual,
gnd not so fast as to have a deflationary
influence, or result in a reduction of the
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proper standards of activity in the United
States. Of course that is a question of
degree. I should like to reduce the debt
to a sufficient extent every year so that
the credit of the Government would re-
main good, and its bonds would be strong,
and so that gradually we could get down
to a figure from which we could start
with greater safety if we should have
another war or another extraordinary
emergency in the United States.

Furthermore, apart from the question
of the effect of taking this money away
from the purchasing power of the peo-
ple, it seems to me that tax reduction in
itself is an‘end. Everyone must admit,
I believe, that the very purpose of cutting
the budget and trying to accomplish the
results which we are now trying to ac-
complish is to reduce the tax burden on
the people of the United States. The
only question involved is a question of
timing. Should we do it this year, or
wait until 12 months from now?

I think we should make such a tax re-
duction today. I think it is desirable
and necessary if we are to encourage the
people to start new businesses, to re-
organize their old businesses, and to put
money into new enterprises which will
furnish new jobs and maintain the pres-
ent high level of employment, which is
high because of many rather extraor-
dinary circumstances. Wartime activi-
ties must be replaced by more permanent
and normal peacetime activities.

I believe that it is worth while to call
attention to the taxes now imposed by
the Government, merely from the stand-
point of the tremendous burden which
they place on most of the people of the
United States. In this discussion I shall
deal only with those who are today re-
ceiving incomes of $5,000 a year or less.
It is rather interesting to note that the
group receiving $5,000 a year or less is by
far the overwhelming majority of those
who pay taxes.

Today returns are filed by 44,817,360
persons who receive $5,000 a year or less,
as compared with 1,866,000 returns from
those receiving more thsn $5,000 a year.
The question of tax reduction and its ef-
fect on economy is primarily a question
of the tax on those with incomes of
$5,000 and less.

A single man or woman—a School-
teacher, for example, who receives $1,000
a year must pay $95 in taxes. I do not
know how a person can live on $1,000 a
Year.

A married couple with an income of
$1,500 must pay $95 in taxes.

A married couple with one child and
an income of $2,000 must pay $95 in
taxes.

A single woman with an income of
$1,500 must nay $190 in taxes.

A married couple with an income of
$2,000 must pay $190 in taxes, or prac-
tically 10 percent of what they receive.
I do not know of any married couples
who find it easy to live on $2,000.

A married couple with one child and
a total income of $2,500 must pay $190 in
taxes.

A married couple with an income of
$3,000 must pay $380 in taxes.

A married couple with an income of
$4,000 must pay $589 in taxes.
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A married couple with a gross income
of $5,000 must pay $800 in taxes.

That is a perfectly terrific burden on
the people of the United States. Forty-
five million taxpayers fall in that class.
Whatever the burden may be on those
who receive from $12,500 to $15,000, as
do Senators, the burden is nothing like
that falling on those with incomes of
$5,000 and less.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. TAFT. I am sorry, but I cannot
yield at this point. If I have to take
time on the resolution itself, I shall yield.

Mr. President, I believe very strongly
that taxes themselves are a tremendous
burden. In the upper brackets they are
a deterrent. Many corporation execu-
tives, for examnle, feel that it is useless
. to work any harder. They would rather
go to Florida and earn less, because the
Government takes practically all the ad-
ditional money they can earn.

I find the same tendency among writ-
ers. When they find the Government
taking 75 percent of their earnings they
do not care to work. Taxes are a general
deterrent in that respect.

In the upper brackets, with a tremen-
dous tax, people are deterred from put-
ting money into risk enterprises. They
would rather put it into Government
bonds and receive 1 percent than to take
a chance on losing it in projects that
would put people to work and develop
industry. It is far better from their
standpoint, under present tax rates,
simply to take a safe return and not go
into a game in which, if they lose, they
lose their own money, or if they win, the
Government takes it all away from them.

The total ‘burden of Federal taxation
is $39,100,000,000. If there be added ten
or eleven billion dollars of State and lo-
cal taxes it amounts to approximately
$51,000,000,000 out of a national income
of $160,000,000,000, which is approxi-
mately 30 percent of the total, or ap-
proximately one-third. On the average
people are working 1 day in 3 for the
Government. I do not see how free en-
terprise can survive under such condi-
tions. The reduction of taxes is an end
in itself, and I do not believe we ought
to tie our hands so that we cannot give
whatever tax reduction we may wish to

ve.

5 It has been said that in the conference
the question will probably be resolved,
and that in the adjustment of the fig-
ures with the House there will result a
substantial tax reduction.
me that as a question of policy the Sen-
ate should declare that it does not want
to make a compulsory application on the
debt now without having considered the
question of how much tax reduction we
ought to give. I think we ought to say
that we will apply $1,000,000,000 on the
debt, providing a definite cushion against
the possibility of not balancing the
budget. Later, when we come to the
question of tax reduction, in the inter-
est of the economic welfare, in the in-
terest of prosperity, and in the actual in-
terest of the welfare of the taxpayers of
the United States, we can make such re-
duction as we think best.

Mr, MILLIKIN. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

It seems to

Mr. TAFT. I yield to the Senator
from Colorado.

Mr. MILLIKIN. I think it is quite
certain that we are to arrive at a cer-
tain figure. I believe it would be a very
fortunate thing, and reassuring to the
country, if our debate did not involve
figures having within themselves too
wide a disparity. During the course of
the Senator's very able remarks he said
that he thought the figure should be
somewhere between one and two billion
dollars. I wonder if, after further de-
velopments of the debate, he might be
willing to change his own amendment to
make the figure 2 instead of 1?

Mr. TAFT. It is a question of degree.
I think $3,000,000,000 is certainly too
much. If the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Finance feels that $2,000,000,000
is sufficient protection, and we have suffi-
cient opportunity to consider what tax
reductions might possibly be made this
year, I am perfectly willing to modify my
amendment to $2,000,000,000 if that is
what the chairman of the Committee on
Finance thinks should be done.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
yeas and nays have been ordered. It
will require unanimous consent for the
Senator to change his amendment.
Does he ask unanimous consent?

Mr. TAFT. No; I have not yet done
s0, because I do not know what the Sen-
ator is asking me to do.

Mr. MILLIKIN. I am somewhat con-
scious of the fact that I shall be one of
the conferees on this subject, and I
should like very earnestly to suggest that
at an appropriate time, possibly under
the development of debate, the Senator
modify his amendment so as to make the
figure $2,000,000,000.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment of the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr] to the
amendment of the Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mr. ENowLAND].

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. TAFT. I yield to the Senator
from Maryland.

Mr. TYDINGS. I am somewhat con-
cerned as to the figure which shall be
finally settled. Whether it be $5.000,-
000,000 or $4,500,000,000, does the Sena-
tor from Ohio suggest that $1,000,000,000
of the $5,000,000,000 should be applied fo
the debt and that three or four billion
dollars should be applied to tax reduc-
tion?

Mr. TAFT. Not necessarily. One hil-
lion dollars would be definitely applied
to the debt. Of course, the debt is in
this situation, that when we have decided
on what tax reduction should be made,
whatever is left is automatically applied
to the debt. A specific resolution in that
regard would not be required in deter-
mining how much tax reduction is de-
sirable. It may be in excess of $1,000,-
000,000; it may be $2,000,000,000. I think
probably it could be $2,000,000,000. But
I think it is too much to say definitely
now that $3,000,000,000 should be applied
on the debt.

Mr. TYDINGS. If I may pursue the
inquiry further, we are about to adopt
a ceiling for cuts in expenditures which
in my judgment will finally be either
five billion or six billion dollars. If we
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are to have that ceiling as our objective,
then we should have a similar objective
as to the amount of payment on the debt.
If we are to save $6,000,000,000, we can
readily apply $3,000,000,000 on the debt.
If it is conceded that we cannot save that
much, then I think the amendment of
the Senator from Ohio might come with
more force. But so far no Senator has
advocated a saving of less than
$4,500,000,000.

Mr: TAFT. There is a saving of $4,-
500,000,000. The budget, which we are
cutting, has a surplus of a billion and a
half dollars; that gives a total of about
$6,000,000,000. So before we can con-
sider tax cuts at all we must give priority
to the application of $3,000,000,000 on
the debt. My only point is that we ought
not to tie our hands in relation to tax
reduction. We should determine what
is necessary for tax reduction and then
whhatever is left over should go on the
debt.

Mr. TYDINGS. I understand the po-
sition of the Senator from Ohio, but it
seems to me that if we set our sights for
a payment of only $1,000,000,000 on the
national debt we are saying in effect that
there is not going to be a $4,500,000,000
or $6,000,000,000 cut in the budget, be-
cause if we knew for certain that there
was to be a $6,000,000,000 saving in the
budget, I do not believe the Senator from
Ohio would object to paying $3,000,000,-
000 on the national debt. But the very
fact that he offers an amendment pro-
viding for a payment of only $1,000,000,-
000 on the national debt leads me to
believe that the possibility of reaching
a figure of either $4,500,000,000 or
fs.noo.oon.ono in savings is pretty nebu-
ous.

Mr. TAFT. No; that does not follow
at all. The figure I have had in my mind
is that we should cut the over-all tax
burden which I have tried to describe by
approximately 20 percent, or $3,500,000,-
000. I should hate to tie our hands so
that we cannot make at least a 20-per-
cent cut. If it is decided that it is not
safe to reduce taxes to that extent, and
that the figure should be $2,500,000,000
or $3,000,000,000, well and good; but I
do not think we ought to tie our hands
now and say that under no circum-
stances can we cut taXes by more than
$3,000,000,000. I do not see why we
should do that. Why should we now
determine that question? Why not de-
termine it when we come to the question
of tax reduction?

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, let me
recall to the Senator that a moment ago
he said that a billion and a half
dollars——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
time of the Senator from Ohio has ex-
pired.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Ohio yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. TAFT. I shall be glad to yield in
the Senator’s time.

Mr. HOLLAND. I was impressed with
the figures the Senator gave in his argu-
ment as to the amount by which the un-
funded indebtedness will be increased.
As I recall, he stated the figure as
$2,700,000,000, due to the collections this
year on such items as social-security
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taxes and the like. In the event the
Senator’s amendment is adopted and we
are obligated to make a reduction of
$1,000,000,000 on only the funded obli-
gations, it seems to me that would leave
the Members of the Congress in the po-
sition of committing ourselves to bring-
ing about a situation under which the
total obligations of the Nation, both
funded and unfunded, would be in-
creased, instead of diminished. I won-
der whether the Senator has a comment
to make on that point.

Mr. TAFT. No, Mr. President; the
Senator from Flerida is not correct. The
question of the money collected in taxes
and put into trust funds does not affect
the budget, nor does it affect the debt.
I have not used it in any way as bearing
on the question of balancing the budget
or reducing or increasing the debt. I use
it only to show that we are actually tak-
ing out of the hands of the people ap-
proximately $2,700,000,000, and are put-
ting it away in a closet, and are decreas-
ing their purchasing power by that
much; even before we get to the ques-
tion of reducing the debt we are actually
drawing that much more than we are
spending. If we then reduce the debt
$3,000,000,000, we are taking away in all
$5,700,000,000 of the purchasing power
of the people, which they cannot spend.

What happens is that with that money,
which comes in as taxes under the old-
age-pension fund, we buy bonds, either
in the open market or from the Treas-
ury; and if they are purchased from the
Treasury, then the Treasury has that
much cash with which it retires bonds
in the open market. So there is no effect
on the total debt. When we conclude
that process, the total outstanding debt
is just what it was when we started, ex-
cept the Government owes some of it to
itself, instead of to the public. That
process does not create that much more
debt, simply because the unfunded note
is put into the old-age-pension fund.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a further question?

Mr. TAFT. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. Then, is it the un-
derstanding of the Senator from Ohio
that collections of the type he has men-
tioned, such as social-security taxes, are
actually being invested in bonds which
constitute a trust fund in the form of
that investment?

Mr. TAFT. Yes.

Mr. HOLLAND. That has not been
my understanding.

Mr. TAFT. Yes; that is what is being
done. AsIunderstand, the Government
issues a kind of informal bond of so
much money—let us say, $1,000,000,-
000—in return for which it gets cash
from the old-age-pension fund, which
has collected the cash in taxes, and then
it takes that $1,000,000,000 and reduces
the outside debt by that amount. I
think that is the actual process.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
during the past 2 weeks I have listened
intently to the debates on the legislative
budget. I have hesitated to think that
at this late date I could add anything to
what has been said, but it seems to me
there are several points which thus far
have only been touched upon. These
points I should now like to emphasize.
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The junior Senator from California
[Mr. EnowrLAND] made an appealing
argument concerning the importance of
reducing the nutional debt. With that
argument, I entirely agree, but I respect-
fully differ with him as to what should
be done with debt reduction in connec-
tion with the resolution which is now
before the Senate.

Section 138 of the Congressional Re-
organization Act requires us to include
in our legislative-budget resolution a
recommendation for a reduction in the
public debt if the estimated receipts
exceed the estimated expenditures.

I have on my desk, Mr. President, an
amendment which I may offer in due
course. It would cover the budget reso-
lution and at the same time would be
a little less definitive, a little less com-
pulsory, and a little less of a moral com-
mitment than the amendment of the
Senator from California.

Most of the debate on the resolution
has concerned itself with the amount of
expenditures to be made in the fiscal
year 1948—whether the recommenda-
tions of the President should be cut
$6,000,000,000, $4,500,000,000, or more or
less. There have been broad differences
of opinion as to how much the cut should
be and what expenditures for the Army
and Navy should be. That point has
just been brought out by the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. Typines] in his
questions addressed to the Senator from
Ohio [Mr. Tarrl. When we discuss cur-
rent appropriations, we are debating
something that is completely within our
power to control. We do not have to
vote appropriations unless we decide
that they are wise appropriations to
make.

On the other hand, the reduction of
debt involves several factors, some of
which are beyond our control. Reduc-
tion of debt cannot be accomplished un-
less the money is in the pocket of the
debtor at the time when the debt is
to be paid. We can make estimates now
of the revenues we expect the Govern-
ment to receive from the taxes we estab-
lish, but whether the taxes so levied
will produce revenue that in the next
fiscal year will exceed the expenditures,
and, if so, by how much, is a matter that
is not presently in our control. Whether
the estimates will be met is a matter
that time, and time alone, can tell. Let
us remember that Uncle Sam must have
the cash in his pockets at the time
when he pays off and retires an outstand-
ing debt. He cannot pay it off on guesses
or estimates. We all agree that in this
first year of the legislative budget our
statements are to a great extent guesses
or estimates. - They cannot be based on
accurate calculations. ‘Those can come
only after the proposals for expenditures
are examined in detail. What the excess
of revenues over expenditures in the next
fiscal year will be cannot be definitely
known, in my opinion, before at least a
vear elapses. Whether our Government
will have in its pockets at that time suffi-
cient excess revenues to warrant reduc-
ing the debt by $3,000,000,000 or a greater
amount depends on the flow of revenue
derived from the taxes finally provided
for by the Eightieth Congress. I ap-
prove, as do we all, of making the maxi-
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mum reduction of our debt consistent
with national security and the Nation's
needs. I am in hearty sympathy with
the thought of the junior Senator from
California. On the other hand, I feel
the same way about the reduction of
the debt as I did about the reduction of
expenditures. It becomes at best a guess
or an estimate; and that estimate, I
consider, becomes to a large degree a
moral commitment on our part. I want
to see expenditures reduced to the great-
est possible degree consistent with our
national security and our national needs;
but, concurring in the view so ably
stated by the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. VanpEnsERG] I would prefer af this
time to a cut of a smaller amount, with
the sincere hope that we can make it
a greater amount when the matters are
examined in detail, rather than to rec-
ommend a larger cut which at the mo-
ment is more than we are able to sustain
when the recommendations are minutely
examined. Likewise, I believe it is much
wiser for us to agree to a debt reduction
of something less than $3,000,000,000.
My amendment proposes that the reduc-
tion be not less than $1,000,000,000 or
more than $3.000,000,000. This gives a
leeway of $2,000,000,000 against future
contingencies. It leaves a greater flex-
ibility of commitment by us; and at the
same time, in my opinion, it fulfills the
requirements of the Reorganization Act.
It is more a realistic approach to the
problem of cutting down the national
debt. It involves a moral commitment
that is more likely of fulfillment, consid-
ering all the known and unknown fac-
tors.

Throughout this debate we have heard
somewhat of the problem of tax reduc-
tion. The senior Senator from Ohio
has just emphasized them. Many Mem-
bers are giving serious thought to some
form of tax reduction at this session.
But some of our most distinguished
Members have stated that they prefer
to reduce the debt before reducing taxes.
Many people throughout our country
hope and expect to receive the benefit
of some tax reduction. Perhaps we have
given them false hopes. Perhaps our
statements as to the amount of possible
cuts in expenditures may give them ex-
aggerated ideas, but I, personally, feel
that if we can give some tax reduction
this year, it will enormously increase the
confidence of our citizens, and provide
an incentive to greater production. I,
personally, feel that some tax reduction
this year is justified even if it results in
a smaller amount of debt reduction. I
hope that greater production will bring
greater tax revenues, and thus permit
us to reduce our national debt in greater
amounts in 1949, The question before us
at this moment, therefore, on the very
little information we have at hand—
and with the hopes engendered in the
minds of many people—is as to how much
debt reduction to make, how much tax
reduction to consider.

The senior Senator from Virginia [Mr.
Byrpl, in his able address on Wednesday,
February 19, stated—and I quote the fig-
ures from page 1170 of the ReEcorp—that
the present estimate of $38,800,000,000 in
tax revenues for the fiscal year 1948 was
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based on an anticipated national income
of $167,000,000,000. This, I believe, is the
largest anticipated income in the peace-
time history of our country. We cannot
be certain that in the fiscal year of 1948
this estimate will be fulfilled. If, as the
distinguished Senator says, this antici-
pated income falls from $167,000,000,000
to $160,000,000,000, our revenue will
shrink by $4,300,000,000. “If our in-
come,” he states, “falls to $150,000,000,-
000, then the revenue will shrink by $6,-
000,000,000.” In other words, it takes
but a comparatively small shrinkage of
the country’s income to reduce our reve-
nue to a point where no debt reduction
can be made, and where our revenues
may not even equal our reduced estimate
of expenditures.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Massachusetts yield?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield.

Mr. FERGUSON. Can the Senatorin-
form us what the highest wartime na-
tional income was?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I have not that
figure and am not certain of it, but, as I
recall, it was around $200,000,000,000.

In the recent colloquy between the
Senator from Ohio and the Senator from
Maryland, the Senator from Maryland
spoke of the reduction of expenditures
and the reduction of the debt, but at no
time in the discussion was any consider-
ation given to the fact that the revenues
of the country, on which such reductions
must be made, would be maintained at
$39,100,000,000, the figure in the estimate
which is before the Senate today.

Mr. President, I hope that this state-
ment is not unduly pessimistic about our
future. I hope that our revenues will not
fall off. I hope that we may reduce our
taxes, and that greater production will
bring an increase of revenue rather than
reduced revenues; but these are all un-
certainties. They make our estimates at
this time even more hazardous. I, per-
sonally, am sorry that we had to reach
such vital conclusions on so little infor-
mation as it was possible for us to receive
at this particular session. But in voting
on the pending resolution we fulfill one
of the responsibilities imposed by the
Reorganization Act. I feel that, having
acted, we are morally bound to do our
utmost to fulfill the estimates set forth
in this legislative budget. If we feel that
they are moral commitments, we must
be careful not to create the feeling in the
minds of our people that the estimates of
our expenditures are greater than the ex-
penditures actually will be and that the
national debt is to be reduced by a greater
amount than it can be. The revenues of
our Government, as I have already stated,
are not entirely in our hands to control.
We create the tax laws, but the revenues
such laws produce depend upon our coun-
try’s productive ability. Our debt can be
paid only when Uncle Sam has the funds
with which to pay it.

As I have said, Mr. President, I may or
may not submit the amendment which is
on the desk in relation to the subject of
debt retirement, but the main point of
my amendment is to give greater flexibil-
ity to the pending resolution, consider-
ing all known and unknown factors. I
hope we may ultimately have some debt
reduction in the next fiscal year. I hope
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that ultimately we may have some tax
»eduction in the next fiscal year, I hope
our expenditures in the next fiscal year
will be kept lower than we now estimate
them; but in all these matters I would
rather now make commitments we can
safely promise to keep than commitments
which will be beyond our power to keep.

For the reasons I have given, Mr. Presi-
dent, I hope we may proceed carefully in
acting on the subject of debt reduction.

Mr. HAWEES. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Massachusetts yield?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield to the
Senator from New Jersey.

Mr. HAWKES. I understood the Sen-
ator from Michigan [Mr, FeErcuson] to
ask what was the highest national income
of the Nation, and I understood the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts to say he
thought it was somewhere around $200,-
000,000,000.

Mr. SALTONSTALL, The Senator
from New Jersey is correct; but that was
a guess.

Mr. HAWEKES. I may not be correct,
but my best information is that the in-
come on which we are basing our pro-
posed action, namely $167,000,000.000, 1
think it is——

Mr. SALTONSTALL. That is correct.

Mr. HAWKES. Isalmost as high as it
has ever been in the history of the Na-
tion, even during the period of the war, or
a fraction higher, I do not think we
have ever had a higher national income,
even during the war, than the figure we
are using now.

Mr. SALTONSTALL., Mr. President, I
would not dispute the Senator from New
Jersey in that regard. I have seen the
figures in the past, and according to my
memory, they do not agree with the Sen-
ator’s statement; but I am not sure as to
that.

Mr. HAWEKES. I may be wrong, but
I think the Senator will find T am cor-
rect.

I wish to say to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Massachusetts that he has
touched on one matter which seems to
me to be vital. If the impression is cre-
ated in the mind of the American people,
that we have agreed to make a definite
payment of $3,000,000,000 against the
debt, when in reality we have no way in
the world of knowing whether we will
have the money with which to do it, we
are fooling the people, which of course is
something which should never be done.
I am inclined to like the thought underly-
ing the Senator's amendment, that Con-
gress has an intent to pay off the Nation's
debts, that it proposes to fix a minimum
and then leave a latitude so that our ac-
tion can fit in with the conditions which
may subsequently exist.

If the Senator will permit me to inter-
rupt him further, I should like to say
that in talking this morning with one of
the most distinguished citizens of our
country, I said “It is fine to pay our debts
and I want to pay mine, but let us re-
member that the only way to pay one’s
debts is to have profits, and in the case
of the Government it is necessary that
its citizens have profits from which can
be collected tax revenue with which the
Government’s debts can be paid. I be-
lieve these things should be meshed into
one another and so that we
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may do something for the people in the
way of sound tax reduction in order that
they may have profits, and that we con-
tinue the policy of paying safely against
our national debt, not for 2 or 3 years,
but year after year, and have some con-
sistency and continuity in our actions.”

I asked this gentleman, “What would
you think if we paid $3,000,000,000
against the debt this year and $3,000,-
000,000 next year, and then found we
had wrecked the great machine, that we
had not put any gasoline into it to keep
it running, and could not continue the
payments?” What would be the effect
if we made two or three payments of
substantial sums and then found we
could not continue our payments? Let
us not overreach ourselves, but keep
within the limits which experience tells
us we can safely observe,

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I agree with the
Senator from New Jersey.

Mr. HAWEKES. I thank the Senator.

Mr. FERGUSON subsequently said:
Mr. President, I should like to place in
the Recorp, following the remarks of the
Senator from Massachusetts, certain fig-
ures I have previously referred to. I
have asked for and obtained from the
Bureau of the Budget fizures of the
national income during the war years to
ascertain what the highest national in-
come was during those years. Sugges-
tion was made that the figure might be
as high as $200,000,000,000. I have oh-
tained from the Bureau of the Budget the
figures of the national income for the
years 1932 to 1947, inclusive, as follows:

In 1939 the national income was $70,-
800,000,000. In 1940 the national income
was $77,500,000,000. In 1941 it was $96,-
800,000,000. In 1942 it was $122,000,-
000,000. In 1943 it was $149,000 ,000.,000.
In 1944 it was $158,000,000,000. In 1945
it was $161,000,000,000. For 1946 the
Bureau gave me two figures, $164,000,-
000,000 or $165,000,000,000. The antici-
pated amount of national income for 1947
is $166,000,000,000.

I understand that it was indicated
earlier today that the national income
for next year is anticipated to be $167,-
000,000,000. So then national income
would be higher in 1948 than it has been
during any war year.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the amendment
submitted by the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
Tart] to the amendment of the Senator
from California [Mr. KNowLAND].

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, we
have heard much discussion of the Fed-
eral public debt, and whether or not the
Congress of the United States has a re-
sponsibility, a prime responsibility, to-
ward its retirement,

At the last session of the Senate I re-
cited the fact that our debt had grown
from $16,000,000,000, in 1930, to $42,000,-
000,000, in 1940, and to $259,000,000,000,
as it is today, representing a per capita
obligation upon every American individ-
ual higher than it has ever been before,
and an average of about $7,009 for every
family in the United States. If we ac-
cept the figure of the Senator from Ohio
of $1,000,000,000 a year, it would mean
that we would be paying on.the Federal
debt for the next 259 years.
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Considering the enormous debt we now
have, I believe that we have a moral ob-
. ligation to make a commitment that
would certainly enable us to retire it
within one century, The present debt of
$259,000,000,000 is 10 times more than
it was at the height of World War I. I
pointed out at the last session of the
Senate, and I now reiterate. that during
the decade from 1920 to 1930 we made
substantial payments on the Federal
public debt in each of the 10 years; and
in three of those years, with a debt just
one-tenth as much as it is today, we re-
tired more than a billion dollars, in each
of 3 years.

If we were to operate now on the debt
that we have on the same basis, we would
be retiring $10,000,000,000 a year. Ob-
viously we cannot do that.

I recognize that Congress in its judg-
ment may determine that certain tax ad-
justments should be made. The amend-
ment which I have offered will not pre-
vent such adjustments.

Another thing I wish to call to the at-
tention of the Senate is that this amend-
ment of course must go to conference, as
will the concurrent resolution as
amended by the so-called Millikin
amendment, and I am not so sanguine
as to believe that the Senate conferees
will necessarily be able to maintain the
Senate’s position completely, though I
hope the conferees will make a very
earnest effort to obtain a satisfactory ad-
Jjustment of the differences.

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Colorado,

Mr. MILLIKIN. I believe that I shall
be one of the conferees. Our hands as
conferees would be immensely strength-
ened if we could go into conference with
a figure which had the rather unanimous
support of the Senate.

There seems to be a rather wide dif-
ference, as of the moment, between the
figure suggested by the distinguished
senior Senator from Ohio and the figure
of the distinguished Senator from Cali-
fornia. First, I want to compliment the
distinguished Senator from California on
his insistence that we accept responsi-
bility for getting at the job of reducing
the national debt. As to that, I believe
there is entire unanimity in the Senate.

During the course of his remarks the
senior Senator from Ohio indicated that
he might be willing to change his own
amendment and to make the figure
$2,000,000,000. I wonder whether, in the
interest of fixing a figure which almost
all of us could support, the distin-
guished Senator from California would
be willing to split the difference between
two and three, so that we could go into
conference with a figure, as I said before,
which would have behind it a large vote
and thereby strengthen our position in
conference.

Mr. EKNOWLAND. I will say to the
Senator from Colorado that in the in-
terest of the parliamentary situation
which he mentions, I should be willing to
accept the figure $2,600,000,000, which
would be a 1 percent reduction on the
Federal debt, and which would at least
provide a goal of being able to retire it
in not less than 100 years and permit us
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to hope that either this year or in future
years it may be possible to exceed the
figure of not less than $2,600,000,000.

Mr, MILLIETN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ENOWLAND. I yield.

Mr. MILLIKIN. I had of course hoped
that the Senator would go a little deeper
than that, but he has made a very
gracious and generous gesture in the
direction of the result toward which I
have been trying to lead.

I wonder if the Senator would yield so
I may ask a question of the distinguished
senior Senator from Ohio?

Mr. ENOWLAND. I yield.

Mr. MILLIKIN. In view of the con-
cession the Senator from California is
willing to make, and so that we may get
this matter to conference with a good
strong vote behind it, I wonder if the
Senator from Ohio would cooperate by
accepting the modification which the
Senator from California is willing to
make?

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, will
the Senator from California yield, be-
fore the Senator from Ohio answers?

Mr. ENOWLAND. I yield to the Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. REVERCOMB. I appreciate the
effort by the able Senator from Colorado
to bring about an agreement upon
figures. However, I feel that I ought to
express my own views upon it, and I hope
that the Senator from Ohio will not re-
cede from the figure $1,000,000,000.

Mr. President, I thoroughly admire and
commend the view taken by the able
Senator from California on the question
of reducing the national debt. I want
more than $3,000,000,000 paid upon the
debt, if possible, and I think it is a great
mistake to fix such a sum as we enter
upon the course of determining taxes for
the coming year.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
do not want to be discourteous to the
Senator from West Virginia, and I have
yielded to him but I should like to remind
him that we are under a 20-minute
limitation of debate.

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President,
may I ask unanimous consent at this
time that the time not be charged to the
Senator from California, but that it be
charged against me?

Mr. BARKLEY., Mr. President, inas-
much as we are operating under a 20-
minute rule, and inasmuch as the Sena-
tor from West Virginia can obtain 20
minutes in his own time, I should hesi-
tate to agree that there be an extension
of the 20 minutes to any Senator.

Mr. REVERCOMB. I did not ask for
an extension; I asked that it be charged
against the Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. BARKLEY. It could only be
charged against the Senator from West
Virginia in the event he took the floor
in his own right and subtracted from the
20 minutes whatever time he occupies
now.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from California has 4 minutes
remaining.

Mr. REVERCOMB. Was there objec-

tion to my request?

Mr. BARKLEY. I suggest to the
Senator from West Virginia that he take
the matter up in his own time.

" FEBRUARY 28

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does
the Senator from California yield, and if
so, to whom?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I will yield to the
Senator from Ohio to answer the ques-
tion asked by the Senator from Colorado.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, in the first
place, the Senator from California sug-
gests 1 percent of the national debt. As
a permanent sinking fund, that might be
all right. My question is whether it
would be wise to do it this year. Further-
more, the ordinary sinking fund of 1
percent will retire the bonds in 50, not
100 years, because the interest is reduced
and applied on the sinking fund.

However, while .I should rather there
would be no binding provision, I am will-
ing to agree to the figure $2,600,000,000,
which leaves, I calculate, $3,500,000,000 of
unallocated funds that might be applied
to tax reduction, if the Senate so desires.
8o that I am willing, I think, Mr. Presi-
dent, in the interest of accomplishing the
purpose suggested, if the chairman of
the Finance Committee desires me to do
50, to withdraw my amendment, if the
Senator from California will modify his
amendment first,

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I ask
that my amendment be modified to read
“$2,600,000,000.” As the author of the
amendment, I believe I have the right
to have the amendment modified.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator has the right to modify his
amendment, inasmuch as the yeas and
nays have not been ordered. The Chair
understands that the amendment sub-
mitted by the Senator from California is
amended to read——

Mr. KNOWLAND.
$2,600,000,000.”

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to withdraw the
amendment which I offered.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection?

Mr. SALTONSTALL., Mr. President,
most respectfully, I object.

Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia. Mr.
President, will the Senator from Cali-
fornia yield for a question?

Mr. ENOWLAND. I should like to ex-
tend the courtesy to the Senator, but
my time is limited. I probably do not
have more than 3 minutes left, and I
should like to complete my remarks if
possible.

Mr. President, I believe it is essential
to establish a definite basis for the debt
reduction, because the country cannot
afford either to get into another major
depression or to become involved in an-
other war, with a debt standing at $259,-
000,000,000, or anywhere near it. As a
member of the Republican Party, and as
a Member of the Senate, I recognize no
obligation to support any fixed formula
for tax reduction of 20 percent across
the board, as has been suggested by some
Members of the other House, or of a flat
20-percent figure. I hope that the Con-
gress, in its wisdom, may find it possible
to make some tax adjustments.

The able Senator from Ohio has pre-
sented some figures to show the tre-
mendous tax burden upcn the American
people. We all recognize that the bur-
den is heavy and we all want to see’it
lightened; but I point out to the Senator

“Not less than
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from Ohio and to the other Members
of the Senate that it may be possible to
lighten the load upon those in the aver-
age-income brackets by increasing the
exemptions under the revenue laws, by
giving more credit to those who have
children, and who are trying to educate
their children in schools and colleges.
We can furnish a great deal of relief to
the taxpayers of the country with that
type of adjustment. I certainly have not
closed my mind to any particular type
of tax adjustment if the Congress of
the United States in its wisdom  feels
that such an adjustment would be wise,
but I say to the Senate that such a re-
duction should not, in my opinion, have
priority over the task we must perform
of reducing the huge Federal public
debt, which, in my opinion, threatens the
very solvency of the Government of the
Unifed States.

We have discussed the matter of the
national income. The Senator from New
Jersey [Mr. Hawkes] has pointed out,
as has' also the Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr, SavToNsTALL], that the na-
tional income is now almost at its high
point in American history, and I ask, If
we are not to begin reducing the vast
Federal public debt now when the na-
tional income is high, then when, in
heaven’s name, will we start reducing it?

I pointed out last Friday that during
the 150 years we have been in existence
as a nation under the Constitution in
approximately 90 years the Government
has had an excess of receipls over ex-
penditures, while in about 62 years its
operations have resulted in a deficiency.
Obviously we cannot reduce the Federal
public debt when we are operating under
a deficiency, because at such a time the
Federal public debt is being increased.

Finally, Mr. President, I point ouf to
the Senate that the present huge Fed-
eral public debt is definitely an infla-
tionary factor. The Senator from Ohio
complains that my proposal may have
a deflationary tendency. I point out to
the Senate that today wholesale prices
are at their peak, and certain other in-
flationary signs confront cur Nation. We
have seen what has happened to the cur-
rency of China and of Greece and of
most of the countries of Europe, and it
is certainly advisable that we start to
consider and ponder the whole situation
which threatens the American people.

Therefore, Mr. President, I hope that
the amendment offered by the Senator
from Ohio which provides for the ap-
plication of only $1,000.000,000 toward
payment on the public debt will be re-
jected, and that at least not less than
$3,000,000,000 will be applied to reduc-
tion of the Federal puhlic debt.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment submitted by the Senator from
Ohio [Mr. Tarr] to the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from California
[Mr, EnowLanD], as modified.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I again ask
unanimous consent to withdraw the
amendment, in spite of the fact that the
yeas and nays have been ordered.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection?

Mr. LUCAS. I object.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
jection is heard.

Ob-
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- Mr., REVERCOMB. Mr. President,
again I wish to express my admiration
and commendation of the general view
for substantial payment on the national
debt and continuous reduction of it.
However, it seems to me that there is
nothing really worth while to be gained
in saying that at least a certain amount
must be paid annually, or this year, upon
the debt. It is my hope that even an
amount in excess of $3,000,000,000 may
be paid. It appears to me that the first
consideration the Congress faces today
with respect to dealing with the income
of the Government and its use is the
reduction of taxes for the current year
and the years to come. We have been
given a figure representing the estimated
income for this year. It is but an esti-
mate, and if we start at any figure,
whether it be $3,000,000,000 or $1,000,-
000,000, we are at once placing a limita-
tion upon possible tax cuts.

It is unnecessary to fix a minimum
amount that must be paid upon the debt
when certainly it will be the purpose of
any administration that may be in office,
as certainly it will be the purpose of the
Congress, to see that the great national
debt is paid. But of the important
question which confronts the Congress
with respect to its fiscal affairs of the
year, the first, it seems to me, is the
fixing of a tax cut to apply to the Ameri-
can people, not only for their immediate
relief but in order that they may he
ready to face any situation which may
confront them in the future.

I was very glad indeed to hear the
able Senator from California say that
he wanted a tax reduction, and that, in
particular, he wanted a tax reduction
by way of increasing personal exemp-
tions so that those of lesser incomes and
those with large families to support
might receive the first benefit of the re-
duction. I heartily subscribe to that
view. But when we come to the ques-
tion of fixing taxes for the year it seems
to me that if we try to fix a minimum
amount to apply upon our indebtedness
we are at that time putting a wall
around the efforts of those who want
to reduce the tax burden on the people
of the country. :

I think that first things should come
first, and that no minimum limitation
whatsoever should be placed upon the
amounts to be paid and if such a limita-
tion is to be placed it should be the low-
est fizure we can agree upon; and then
in fact pay the greatest amount we can
regardless of any limitation adopted.
No one is more desirous than I that re-
ductions in debt be made guickly. But
I feel that such reduction is a secondary
question. For my part I would rather
the Congress not provide a minimum
sum to be paid. I shall therefore sup-
port a smaller amount as the lesser of
two evils. d

In view of the very first question be-
fore us, that of a proper adjustment of
the taxes of the country, and in view of
the fact that we can only surmise and
estimate what the income will be, I feel
that no amount ought to be fixed as the
least amount that we should pay on the
public debt. If an amount is to be fixed
I hope it will be the least amount, and
that the result will be a payment on the
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debt far in excess of any speculative
sum that we may fix.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Ohio
[Mr, Tarr] to the amendment of the
Senator from California [Mr. Enow-
1AND] as modified. The yeas and nays
have been ordered.

Mr., KNOWLAND. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

Alken Hawkes Myers
Baldwin Hayden O'Conor
Ball Hickenlooper O'Daniel
Barkley Hill O'Mahoney
Brewster Hoey Overton
Bricker Holland Reed
Bridges Ives Revercomb
Brooks Jenner Rohertson, Va.
Buck Johnson, Colo. Russell
Butler Johnston, 8. C. Saltonstall
Cain Eem Smith
Capehart Kllgore Stewart
Capper Enowland Taft
Connally Langer Taylor
Cooper Lodge Thomas, Okla.
Cordon Lucas Thomas, Utah
Donnell McCarran Thye
Downey McCarthy Tobey
Dworshak McClellan Tydings
‘Eastland McGrath Umstead
Ecton cKellar Vandenberg
Ellender Magnuson Watkins
Ferguson Malone Wherry
Flanders Martin White
Fulbright Maybank Wiley
George Millikin Williams
Green Moore Wilson
Gurney Morse
Hatch Murray

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.

Eighty-five Senators have answered to
their names. A quorum is present.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Ohio [Mr. Tarr] to the modified amend-
ment of the Senator from California
[Mr. KNOWLAND]. :

Mr, TAFT. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator has spoken on the amendment.

Mr. TAFT. 1 will take time on the
concurrent resolution.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Ohio is recognized on the
concurrent resolution.

Mr. TAFPT. Mr. President, I have
agreed with the Senator from California
that I will accept his amendment with
the figure $2,600,000,000. Therefore I
ask unanimous consent to withdraw my
amendment. If consent is not given, I
shall ask the Senate to vote against it,
and I, myself, shall vote against it.

As I take it, the reduction we now have
available under the terms of the concur-
rent resolution is $6,100,000,000. If the
figure stated in the amendment of the
Senator from California is reduced to

- $2,600,000,000, it will leave $3,500,000,000,

which I, at least, intend to advocate
shall be applied to the reduction of taxes,
representing an over-all 20-percent re-
duction in the personal income tax. I
believe that the reduction in that tax
should be substantial. Although I should
prefer not to go as high as the figure in
the KEnowland amendment, I feel that it
represents an allocation of the surplus
in the manner in which I believe it should
be finally allocated. Therefore I ask
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unanimous consent to withdraw my
amendment. -

The FPRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Ohio asks unanimous con-
sent to withdraw his amendment to the
amendment of the Senator from Cali-

fornia [Mr. Enowranpl. Is there ob-
jection?

Mr, LUCAS. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. LUCAS. Isthere any limit on the
number of times a Senator may make
request to withdraw an amendment?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
Chair thinks not.

Mr. LUCAS. I shall not object to the
request.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
amendment of the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. Tarr]l to the amendment of the
Senator from California [Mr. Exow-
ranp] is withdrawn. The order for the
yeas and nays also is rescinded by unani-
mous consent. The question is now
upon the amendment submitted by the
Senator from California as modified.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is the

The

demand for the yeas and nays seconded?

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, I desire to
offer a substitute for the amendment of-
fered by my good friend and colleague
the Senator from California [Mr. Enow-
1anpl, I should like to have the clerk
state the amendment.

The CHiEr CLERK. At the end of the
concurrent resolution it is proposed to in-
sert the following new sentence:

It is further declared to be the judgment
of the Congress that any excess of revenues
over expenditures be applied toward reduc-
tion of the public debt.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is the
Senator from Rhode Island offering his
proposal as a substitute for the modified
amendment offered by the Senator from
California?

Mr. GREEN, I am. .

Mr. President, in the first place, let it
be clearly understood that my substitute
for the amendment. to Senate Concur-
rent Resolution 7 proposed by the Sen-
ator from California in no way indicates
any opposition to his attempt fo aid in
the reduction of the Federal debt. In
fact, he and I are in substantial agree-
ment as to the primary necessity of re-
ducing the debt if there is any excess of
receipts over expenditures. As a matier
of fact, at the meeting of the Joint Com-
mittee on the Legislative Budget, of
which we are both members, the Senator
offered a resolution similar to that which
he has now offered, and I offered an
amendment similar to that which I now

offer. They both came very near being .

adopted. I am glad to say that mine, on
a voice vote, came within one vote of be-
ing adopted, and within eight votes when
there was a division on the ayes and noes.
The only difference is that the Senator
from California believes that as a matter
of policy the amount recommended
should be limited to not less than $3,000,-
000,000, while I believe there should be
no limitation. In other words, his
amendment is a restriction on the au-
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thority which the Secretary of the Treas-
ury now has, while my substitute con-
tinues the existing authority and recom-
mends its exercise.

The existing law, which seems to have
been ignored in most of the debate, reads
as follows:

Purchase or redemption of bonds: The Sec-
retary of the Treasury may at any time apply
the surplus money in the Treasury not other-
wise appropriated, or so much thereof as he
may consider proper, to the purchase or re-
demption of the United States bonds: Pro-
vided, That the bonds so purchased or re-
deemed shall constitute no part of the sink-
ing fund, but shall be canceled.

What I have read may be found in
section 741 of title 31 of the United
States Code. This section, known as the
bond-purchase clause was a part of
the sundry civil appropriation act for
the fiscal year 1882. In other words, it
has been on the Federal statute books for
65 years. This unlimited power of the
Secretary of the Treasury in his discre-
tion to apply to the reduction of the na-
tional debt surplus money not otherwise
appropriated has not only been on the
statute books for 65 years, but from time
to time it has been exercised and the
debt thereby reduced. This has been
notably the case during the past year.
In every month of the past year the Sec-
retary of the Treasury has exercised this
power and paid off marketable securities.
From March 1, 1946, through February
1, 1947, the reductions amounted to over
$24,446,000,000. However, the last figure
is offset somewhat by increase in the
public debt of other issues, such as sav-
ings bonds, special issues to trust funds,
and so forth. One year ago today the
direct public debt outstanding amounted
to $279214,000,000. I have not, of
course, the figure for today, but one week
ago, February 21, 1947; the public debt
was $259,236,000,000, a reduction of ap-
proximately $20,000,000,000.

I ask leave to have printed at the end
of my remarks a table showing by dates,
March 1 and March 15, and so forth, the
amounts by which the debt was reduced.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the order is made,

(See exhibit A.)

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, both of
our proposals recommended action by the
Secretary of the Treasury which, under
existing law, is only permissive. If the
amendment proposed by my good friend
and colleague from California had been
in effect, only $3,000,000,000 of that $20,-
000,000,000 would have been paid off. If
my substitute, however, had been in
effect the entire $20,000,000,000 would
have been paid off.

It seems to me unwise to mention a
limit of three billion dollars in connec-
tion with this power of the Secretary of
the Treasury which has been his for the
last 65 years. If is especially undesir-
able at this time when the public debt
is so enormous. Its reduction is most
desirable to make firmer the credit of our
government, and to stabilize the value
of the Government bonds in the hands of
our fellow citizens and to encourage re-
duction in the expenses of government,

In discussing this matter with Mem-
bers of Congress and with private citi-
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zens I have met with no effective criti-
cism. However, it is urged that favor-
able action on my proposal would amount
to a recommendation that the taxes be
not reduced. My proposal has nothing
to do with taxes and nothing to do with
receipts. It leaves those matters to be
settled separately. The present law has
nothing to do with taxes or with re-
ceipts. Attention is directed simply to
any surplus of receipts over expenditures.
It remains with Congress as before to
determine both receipts and expendi-
tures. But critics say it will be difficult
to make the people generally understand
this, They say to me, “Senator, you may
be right; we believe you are right; but
we do not want to vote in such a way
that we will be misunderstood as oppos-
ing either reduction in expenditures or
reduction in taxes.”

I have greater confidence in the com-
mon sense and understanding of the
masses of our fellow citizens than have
these crities. I believe that the peo-
ple can be brought to understand ex-
actly what this proposal means. At any
rate I believe it is my duty to analyze a
situation such as this and to act for
what I believe to be the best interests of
the people who sent me to the Senate
and of the people generally throughout
the great American Republic.

I certainly believe it is desirable not to
take away, even morally, the power of
the Secretary of the Treasury to apply
the surplus of receipts over expenditures
to the reduction of the Federal debt, but
g];-ecommend to him that he exercise it

y.

Mr. President, I shall vote for the sub-
stitute amendment. I offerit, and I hope
it will be adopted, without regard to any
misconstructions which may be placed
upon it or any misunderstandings of its
effect.

ExsiniTr A
Retirements of marketable securities
beginning with Mar. 1, 1946

Amount paid off

Mar. 1, 1946 e $1, 014, 000, 000
Mar. 15 1,291, 000, 000
Mar. 15 439, 000, 000
Apr. 1 -- 1,091,000, 000
May 1_ 1, 579, 000, 000
June 1 2, 025, 000, 000
June 15 819, 000, 000
June 15 -- 1,086, 000, 000
July 1 1, 994, 000, 000
Aug. 1 1, 246, 000, 000
Sephe 1 1,905 000,000
Oct, 1 2, 000, 000, 000
Nov, 1 2, 003, 000, 000
Dec. 1 487, 000, 000
Dec. 156 3,261, 000, 000
Jar TN e 13, 000, 000
Jan, 1 195, 000, 000
Feb. 1 1,007, 000, 000
Total. oo e 24,446, 000, 000

The above figure is offset somewhat by in-
crease in the publie debt by other issues,

such as savings bonds, special issues to trust
funds, etc.

On February 28, 1948, direct public debt
oustanding—$279,214,000,000. On February
21, 1947, public debt was $259,236,000,000—a
reduction of approximsately $20,000,000,000
compared with February a year ago.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The

question is on agreeing to the amendment
in the nature of a substitute offered by
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the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
Green] to the modified amendment of
the Senator from California [Mr. Enow-
LAND].

Mr. MILLIKIN. Iask forthe yeasand
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, I
wish to address a question to the able
Senator from Rhode Island regarding his
amendment. If his amendment were
adopted, would it mean that there would
not be any tax reduction this year?

Mr. GREEN. It hasnothing todo with
tax reduction. The Congress would be
just as free to make tax _eductions
wherever it chose to do so, and would be
just as free to make appropriations. The
amendment simply is a recommendation
to the Secretary of the Treasury that if
there is any excess of receipts over ex-
penditures, he shall apply such excess to
reduce the Federal debt. That is all
the amendment provides.

Mr. REVERCOMB. Of course, that
would include any deficiency appropria-
tions which may be made between now
and the end of the year; would it not?

Mr. GREEN. Certainly.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment, in the nature of a substitute,
offered by the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. GrReeN] to the modified amendment
of the Senator from California [Mr.
Exowrann]l. On this question the yeas
and nays have been demanded and or-
dered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. REED (when his name was called) .
I have a general pair with the senior
Senator from New York [Mr. WacNER].
On this vote, I transfer that pair to the
senior Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrp],
who, if present, would vote as I intend
to vote. I am, therefore, at liberty to
vote, and I vote “nay.” If the Senator
from Virginia were present, he would vote
“nay.” If the Senator from New York
were present, he would vote “yea.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Smita]
is absent because of illness. If present
and voting he would vote “nay.”

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr,
BusurieLp] and the Senator from Dela-
ware [Mr. WiLLiams] are necessarily ab-
sent. If present and voting, both Sena-
tots would vote “nay.”

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
RoserTsoN] is necessarily absent on
state business, and the Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. Younc] is absent by
leave of the Senate on state business.

Mr. LUCAS. Iannounce that the Sen-
ator from Connecticut [Mr. McMarON],
the Senator from Florida [Mr. PEPPER],
and the Sesnator from Alabama [Mr.
Sparkman] are absent on public business.
If present, all of them would vote “yea”
on this question.

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrp]
and the Senator from Arizona [Mr. Mc-
FarrLanD] are absent on official business.

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
Cuavez] and the Senator from New York
[Mr. WacNER] are necessarily absent.
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The result was announced—yeas 33,
nays 49, as follows:

YEAS—33
Alken Johnston, 8. C. Myers
Barkiey Kilgore O'Mahoney
Connally Langer Overton
Eastland Lucas Robertson, Va.
Ellender McCarran Russell
Fulbright McClellan Btewart
Green McGrath Taylor
Hatch Magnuson Thomas, Okla.
Hayden Maybank Thomas, Utah
Hill Morse Tobey
Johnson, Colo. Murray Wilson
NAYS—49
Baldwin Flanders Moore
Ball George O'Conor
Brewster Gurney O'Daniel
Bricker Hawkes Reed
Bridges Hickenlooper Revercomb
Brooks Hoey Saltonstall
Buck Holland Taft
Butler Ives Thye
Cain Jenner Tydings
Capehart Eem Umstead
Capper Enowland Vandenberg
* Cooper Lodge Watkins
Cordon McCarthy Wherry
Donnell McEellar White
Dworshak Malone Wiley
Ecton Martin
Ferguson Millikin
NOT VOTING—13
Bushfield McMahon Wagner
Byrd Pepper Williams
Chavez Robertson, Wyo. Young
Downey Smith
McFarland Sparkman

So Mr. GreEN's amendment in the
nature of a substitute for Mr. Kxow-
LAND’s amendment, as modified, was re-
jected.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question recurs on the perfected amend-
ment submitted by the Senator from
California [Mr. EvowrAwp]l. The yeas
and nays have been ordered, and the
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. REED (when his name was called) .
I have a general pair with the Senator
from New York [Mr. Waener]. I am
informed that on this vote he would vote
as I am about to vote. Therefore I am
at liberty to vote. I vote “yea.”

Mr. LANGER (when Mr. YoUNG's
name was called). My colleague, the
junior Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Youne] is absent by leave of the Senate
on state business. I am authorized tb
state that if present and voting, he would
vote “yea.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the
Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART]
is necessarily absent. If present, he
would vote “yea.”

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
SmutH] is absent because of illness. If
present he would vote “yea.”

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. WiL-
riams] is necessarily absent. If present
he would vote “yea.”

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
Busarierpl is necessarily absent. If
present he would vote “yea.”

The Senator from . Wyoming [Mr.
RosERTSON] is necessarily absent on
state business. If present he would vote
"Yea."

Mr. HATCH. Repeating the an-
nouncement I have heretofore made rela-
tive to the absence of my colleague, the
junior Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
Caavezl, I announce, with his authority,
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that if present and voting, he would vote
“yea” on the pending amendment.

Mr. LUCAS. The Senator from Vir-
ginia [Mr. Byrp] and the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. McFarRLAND] are absent on
official business.

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
McManon], the Senator from Florida
[Mr. PerpEr], and the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are absent on pub-
lic business.

The Senator from New York [Mr.
WacNER] is necessarily absent.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Virginia, the Senator from Connecticut,
the Senator from Florida, and the Sen-
ator from Alabama would vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 82,
nays none, as follows:

YEAS—82
Alken Hawkes Murray
Baldwin Hayden Myers
Ball Hickenlooper O'Conor
Barkley Hill O'Danijel
Brewster Hoey O'Mahoney
Bricker Holland Overton
Bridges Ives Reed
Brooks Jenner Revercomb
Buck Johnson, Colo. Robertson, Va,
Butler Johnston, 5. C. Russell
Cain Eem Saltonstall
Capper Kilgore Stewart
Connally Knowland Taft
Cooper Langer Taylor
Cordon Lodge Thomas, Okla.
Donnell Lucas Thomas, Utah
Downey McCarran Thye
Dworshak McCarthy Tobey
Eastland MeClellan Tydings
Ecton McGrath Umstead
Ellender McKellar Vandenberg
Ferguson Magnuson Watkins
Flanders Malone Wherry
Fulbright Martin White
George Maybank Wiley
Green Millikin Wilson
Gurney Moore
Hatch Morse

NAYS—0

NOT VOTING—13

Bushfield McMahon Wagner
Byrd Pepper Williams
Capehart Rohertson, Wyo. Young
Chavez Smith
McFarland Sparkman

So Mr. KENowLAND'sS amendment, as
modified, was agreed to.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If
there be no further amendment to be
offered, the question is on the concurrent
resolution as amended.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask to
have it read.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
clerk will state the amendment.

The CrHIEF CLERK. At the end of the
concurrent resolution it is proposed to
add a new sentence, as follows:

It is further declared to be the judgment
of the Congress that all proceeds from the
transfer or disposition of property under the
Surplus Property Act of 1944, as amended,
which are covered into the Treasury as mis-
cellanecus receipts should be applied to the
reduction of the public debt.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment submitted by the Senator from
Nebraska.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Nebraska is recognized for
20 minutes. -

Mr. WHERRY. Mr, President, this
amendment in no way conflicts with the

The
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amendment just adopted by the Senate.
The Senate has already adopted an
amendment to the resolution providing
that in the ensuing fiscal year $2,600,-
000,000 shall be paid on the national
debt. For the information of the Sena-
tors, let me say that if they will turn to
page A-18 of the budget, they will find
that the amount of money covered into
the Treasury from the sale of surplus
property for the fiscal year 1946 was
$549,000,000, a little less than one-fourth
of the amount which the Senate has just
voted should be paid upon the debt this
year. But this amendment provides that
in the ensuing years, ending 1947 and
1948, the money received from the sale of
surplus property shall be paid on the
debt.

Again, for the information of Senators,
if they will turn to page A-18, they will
find that the budget reveals that for the
fiscal year 1947 the estimate of receipts
from surplus property is approximately
$1,960,000,000, and, for the fiscal year
ending 1948, it is $1,009,000,000; so that
in neither case do the expected receipts
exceed the sum involved in action already
taken by the Senate today, to pay at least
$2,600,000,000 on the debt this year. The
amendment merely declares it to be the
judgment of the Senate that the pro-
ceeds from the sale of surplus property,
regardless of whether or not there is a
cushion left in the budget, shall be ap-
plied on the national debt.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WHERRY. Iam glad to yield.

Mr, TYDINGS. May I ask the Sena-
tor if it is the intention of his amend-
ment that the proceeds from the sales of
surplus war property, which it is con-
templated are to be applied to the na-
tional debt shall be in addition to the
$2,600,000,000. or a part of the $2,600,-
000,000?

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, per-
haps I failed to make that plain. If my
amendment should be adopted, at least
the money derived from the sale of the
surplus property would be applied to the
debt, regardless of the cushion that
might be left.

Mr, BARKLEY., Mr, President, may I
ask the Senatfor a question?

Mr., WHERRY., Yes.

Mr. BARRKLEY. Is it the purpose of
the Senator’s amendment to apply all
receipts from the sale of surplus prop-
erty to the debt, or only such receipts as
are covered into the Treasury during the
fiscal year 1948?

Mr. WHERRY. It is my intention, I
will say to the distinguished Senator
from Kentucky, to apply what may be
covered into the Treasury as budget re-
ceipts; in other words, the net amount
of the proceeds from the sale of surplus
property, after deduction of selling ex-
pense, which totals the figure I gave.

Mr. BARKLEY. I know; but that
covers a period of years?

Mr. WHERRY. That is correct.

Mr, BARKLEY. The way the Sena-
tor’s amendment is drafted, it would not
be limited to sales during the fiscal year
1948, which is the period covered by the
amendment.

Mr. WHERRY. If there is any doubt
about that, let me say to the distin-
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guished Senator that I do not want to
limit it to years; I want to limit it only
by the total amount of whatever is cov-
ered into the Treasury, or in special ac-
counts, as the net sales from surplus
property.

Mr. BARELEY. Regardless of the
year?

Mr. WHERRY. Yes.

Mr., BARKLEY. Then the Senator’s
amendment does what I understood a
moment ago from what he said he meant
it to do in that it is limited to the cur-
rent year 1948.

Mr. WHERRY. On, no.

Mr. BARKLEY, It does not do that.

Mr. WHERRY. I appreciate the Sen-
ator’s calling the attention of the Sen-
ate to that point. My intention is to
apply to the debt all the receipts derived
from net sales of surplus property re-
gardless of the year in which the re-
ceipts come. I merel, gave the esti-
mates of the budget to enable Sena-
tors to realize the amount that was ex-
pected to accrue.

Mr, TAFT., Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WHERRY. I yield.

Mr, TAFT. I understand that if the
resolution should be amended as the
Senator wishes, then all receipts from
the sales of surplus property during this
fiscal year would be applied on the debt.

Mr. WHERRY. That is correct.

Mr. TAFT. And then such additional
amount as would bring the total pay-
ment on the debt to $2,600,000,000 would
also be applied?

Mr. WHERRY. That is absolutely
correct.

Mr. TAFT. That is the intention of
the Senator from Nebraska, is it not?

Mr. WHERRY. It is.

Mr. TAFT. In addition to that, it de-
clares it to be the policy that the pro-
ceeds from sales of surplus property in
the fiscal years 1949 and 1950, if there are
proceeds then, shall be applied on the
debt in those years?

Mr. WHERRY. That is all.

Mr. TAFT. That is the total effect of
the Senator’'s amendment?

« Mr. WHERRY. It goes a little further

than that. It constitutes a commitment
based upon our judgment that at least
the amount derived from the sale of sur-
plus property shall be applied on the
war debt, in the event no cushion is left
under the action the Senate has just
taken.

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, WHERRY. I am glad to yield.

Mr. HAWEES. From what the Sena-
tor has said I draw the conclusion that
he considers everything falling in the
designation “war assets to be disposed
of”” was in part responsible for creating
the national debt?

Mr. WHERRY. That is correct.

Mr. HAWEKES. Therefore, the Sena-
tor wants to make certain that when
a sale is made of these assets and sur-
plus property that came from the war
and helped to create the national debt,
then the proceeds shall be applied to
reducing the debt and used for no other
purpose?

Mr., WHERRY. That is correct.
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Mr. HAWKES. And the Senator’s
amendment does not in any way increase
the total debt payment of $2,600,000,000?

Mr. WHERRY. No.

Mr. HAWKES. The Senator wants to
make it certain that the money derived
from surplus property sales, when re-
ceived, is not diverted to other uses?

Mr, WHERRY. That is absolutely
correct. The Senator has stated it bet-
ter than I could have. It is not my pur-
pose to interfere in any way with the
payment of $2,600,000,000 on the debt
this year, but, after hearing all the de-
bate, I am apprehensive whether or not
there will be sufficient to apply on the
debt and also to do what everybody ex-
pects to be done under the budget. I am
for a balanced budget, but I feel, regard-
less of whether or not there is left a
cushion in sufficient amount to apply
$2,600,000,000 on the debt, that, as it has
done once in the past, Congress should
at least go on record once again, by
adopting my amendment, as favoring
the idea that money derived from the
sale of surplus property shall be applied
upon the national debt and be accounted
for in that way.

I hope there will be a cushion, and if
the figures concerning it are correct, as
the debate would seem to indicate, then
the money derived from the sale of so-
called war assets will be only a part of
the $2,600,000,000; in no way will there
be a conflict with the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from California,
which has been agreed to.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mi. President—— -

Mr. WHERRY. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from Michigan.

Mr. FERGUSON. The question I de-
sire to ask is this: Under the present
procedure, the War Assets Administra-
tion turns into the Treasury a part of
its receipts only; part is turned into the
RFC and various other agencies.

Mr. WHERRY. That is correct.

Mr. FERGUSON. Would this in any
way compel the War Assets Administra-
tion to turn their receipis into the Treas-
ury, or would it compel the other agen-
cies, when they receive the money, to
turn it into the Treasury to be applied
on the debt, or could they use it in any
way they saw fit?

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, the
Surplus Property Act provides that 20
percent of the money received shall be
returned to the disposal agencies. It is
not my purpose to interfere with that.
All I am asking is that the net amount
that is recovered and deposited either in
a special fund or in the United States
Treasury, after the selling expense has
been deducted, and after the 20 percent
is paid back to the disposal agencies, as
is ‘already provided by the Surplus
Property Act, shall be applied upon the
debt. The net amount is estimated in
the Budget to be the figure I gave. If
the Government can recover any more
money than the amount estimated, of
course it should endeavor to do so.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WHERRY. 1 yield.

Mr. LUCAS. Will the Senator repeat
the amount that was realized in 1946
from the sale of surplus property?
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Mr. WHERRY. In the fiscal year
ending 1946 the amount, as shown on
page A-18 of the budget report, was
$549,000,000. The amount expected to
be recovered for the next year, 1947,
from the disposition of surplus property,
is $1,960,000,000. And for the fiscal
year ending 1848 it is estimated to be
about $1,009,000,000.

Mr. LUCAS. If the $1,960,000,000 es-
timate should prove to be correct and
that amount should be saved, it would be
deducted, as I understand, from the
$2,600,000,000.

Mr. WHERRY. 1 should like to cor-
rect the Senator. The amendment of-
fered by the Senator from California
would apply only to the present fiscal
year. The figure $1,960,000,000 referred
to by the Senator from Illinois is the
estimate of surplus property recoveries
for the year 1947, with respect to which
the Congress has taken no action.

Mr. LUCAS. In other words, the
$549,000,000 the Senator has mentioned
was actually recovered in the fiscal year
1946.

Mr. WHERRY. Yes.

Mr. LUCAS. So if the Senate should
adopt the amendment offered by the
Senator from Nebraska, the $2,600,000,-
000 figure would really be cut to approxi-
ma .000,000,000?

lﬁfyws’zﬁmRY. I think the Senator
from Hlinois misunderstood me. The
$549,000,000 covered by my amendment
would become a part of the $2,600,000,-
000 provided for in the amendment of
the Senator from California. All I am
asking is that at least the amount of
$549,000,000 realized from the sale of
surplus property be paid upon the na-
tional debt. The amount above $549,-
000,000, running up to $2,600,000,000,
would be the difference that would be
applied on the debt this year. The rea-
son I am offering the amendment, I will
say to the distinguished Senator from
Illinois, is that if the cushion fails and
no other money is lefit to apply on the
national debt, I stili want $549,000,000,
the amount of money recovered from the
sale of surplus property, to be applied
on the national debt.

Mr. LUCAS. Then, under any ecir-
cumstances, by the amendment offered
by the Senator from Nebraska, $549,-
000,000 would be applied on the debt?

Mr. WHERRY. Yes.

Mr. LUCAS. Under the Enowland
amendment. the amount applied on the
national debt could not be more than

$548,000,000 provided by the Senator’s
amendment?

Mr. WHERRY. Yes.

Mr. LUCAS. So, in reality, adoption
of the Wherry amendment would mean
cutting the Enowland amendment figure
down to about $2,000,000,000?

Mr. WHERRY. No. If the Senator
will study the budget figures, he will see
that the amount received from the sale
of surplus property is considered and
becomes a part of the current budget.
The Senate has adopted an amendment
providing a payment of $2,600,000,000 on
the debt. That amount is all that will
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be paid in this fiseal year, because that
will include the $549,000,000 I am talk-
ing about. What we are doing in acting
on the resolution is simply expressing a
judgment. I think the distinguished
Senator from Maryland [Mr. Typincs]
called the proposal a New Year's resolu-
tion. If we do not cut the debt by
$2,600,000,000, then it is the judgment of
the Senate, if my amendment is adopted,
that $549,000,000 should be paid on the
national debt, regardless of what may
happen with respect to the $2,600,000,000
already earmarked for payment on the
debt. I think that is plain. But I think
it goes further than that. It alse is the
judgment of the Senate that the same
thing should be done in the years 1947
and 1948.

Mr. STEWART. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WHERRY. I yield.

Mr. STEWART. I am relying on
memory only, but is it not true that
there is already a law on the statute
books providing that {..e proceeds from
the sale of surplus property shall be ap-
plied on the national debt? I reeall that
such a law has already been passed.

Mr. WHERRY. Yes.

Mr. STEWART. I think that is what
the Senator’s amendment covers.

Mr. WHERRY. Yes.

Mr. STEWART. Then does not the
fact that such a law is on the statute
books render the Senator’s amendment
unnecessary?

Mr. WHERRY. No. ¥ the Senator
will reflect, an amendment similar to
mine was once heretofore adopted by the
Senate by a voice vote. There was no
opposition to it in the preceding Con-
gress.

Mr. STEWART. The law the Sena-
tor from Nebraska has in mind was en-
acted shortly before Congress adjourned.

Mr. WHERRY. A provisior similar to
that contained in my amendment was
also adopted by the House. It went to
conference and the conferees deleted it.
I am coming to that point if I may be
permitted to conclude my remarks.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, a point of
order.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. TAFT. The amendment of fhe
Senator from Nebraska is not in order
under section 138 of the Reorganization
Act, the so-called La Follette-Monroney
Act, which is now a rule of the Senafe.
That act provides:

(b, The report shall be accompanied by a
conewrrent resolution adopting such budget,
and fixing the maximum amount to be ap-
propriated for expenditure in such year.

The whole nature of the concurrent
resolution is one relating solely to the
present fiscal year, and it seems to me
that it is not in order to include in it a
general declaration of legislative policy
or general legislation dealing with the
disposition of the proceeds of surplus
property in future years.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I
thought such a point of order would prob-
ably be made. It is my opinion that my
amendment is germane. It deals with a
part of the appropriations to be made
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this year, The amount in question would
be treated as governmental receipts.
The concurrent resolution points to the
present fiscal year. But certainly Con-
gress is not foreclosed in the same con-
current resolution from adopting a pol-
icy relating to two succeeding years.
Such a policy represents only the judg-
ment of the Congress.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If is
the opinion of the Chair that the lan-
guage in the La Follette-Monroney Act,
while directing certain affirmative aec-
tion, does not preclude any further ac-
tion which the Senate may in its wisdom
care to take. Therefore, in the Chair’s
judgment, the amendment of the Senator
from Nebraska is in order.

Mr. WEERRY. Mr. President, as I
stated a moment ago during a colloguy
with the distinguished Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. StewarT], my amend-
ment or an amendment similar thereto
was, in the preceding Congress, adopted
by the Senafe, as well as by the House
by a nearly unanimous vaice vote, but
as I stated, it was deleted by the con-
ferees. The conferees brought back a
report which did not confain the amend-
ment and the report was adopted be-
cause at that time Mr. Bell, in whom we
all have confidence, who was then Act-
ing Secretary of the Treasury, was
opposed to it until the budset had been
balanced. I think some s will
remember the meeting we had him
at which we discussed that subject. My,
Bell stated:

Giving that provision its most exirava-
gant application, then during the present
period of deficit financing 1t would have to
be fulfilled by the futile mechanical meas-
ure of applying the special fund to retire a
given amount of outstanding public debt
while simultanecusly offering additional
publie-debt obligations to recoup the same
funds in order to meet Government expendi-
tures required by congressional appropria-
tions not covered by the proceeds of revenue
measures enacted by Congress.

That was Mr. Bell's explanation, and
that was all the explanation he gave. In
spite of the action taken by the Senate
as well as by the House in adopting the
amendment, the conferees rejected it,
and both Houses adopted the conference

report without the amendment in it.

The reasons advanced by the conferees
as well as the administration for not in-
cluding the amendment in the Seventy-
ninth Congress have now been elimi-
nated.

We are now to have a balanced budget.
There are Members of the Senate asking

‘for debt reduction. The Senate a few

moments ago adopted an amendment by
which $2,600,000,000 is to be applied to
reducing the national debt. So we
should at least apply to the national debt
the nominal amount of money recap-
tured from the sale of surplus property,
as provided by my amendment for the
present year, and for the fiscal year 1947
$1,550,000,000, and for the fiscal year
1948 $1,009,000,000. We should do this
for the reasons set forth in the Baruch-
Hancock report on this very smbject.
Let me read from that report:

All of the war surpluses will have been paid
for by the American public either through
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war taxes or the increase in the national
debt. Therefore, the proceeds of all sales
should go to reduce the debt; lowering the
postwar carrying charges will have to be met
through taxation. Certainly no agency
should be permitted to sell surpluses and use
the proceeds for other purposes.

The fact that surplus sales will lower the
debt dramatizes an Important point which
some business groups are inclined to forget.
The net result of an effective disposal pro-
gram will aid all business, which is an im-
portant consideration to be balanced agzinst
the possible short-term effects of individual
sales.

‘Mr. President, to enlarge upon the
point, we say that surplus property has
been produced through the sale of bonds,
which in reality represent a mortgage
upon the individual incomes of the Amer-
ican people. A public debt, I take it, is
like a private debt. The proceeds from
the sale of surplus property should be
applied upon this debt, and no other
place. At the present time ‘they are be-
ing covered into the Treasury as a part
of the budget, and are not being applied
on the national debt.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
time of the Senator from Nebraska on
the amendment has expired.

Mr. WHERRY. I willtake time on the
concurrent resolution.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WHERRY. I am sorry; I have
only 20 minutes on the concurrent resolu-
tion. I shall be glad to yield in the Sen-
ator's time.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
Senator cannot do that.

Mr. WHERRY. Furthermore, the sur-
plus which is estimated for the fiscal year
1948, as shown in the President’s budget,
is made possible only by the inclusion
among the receipts of items which are
not really current receipts. I have al-
ready given those items. They are:
$549,000,000 for 1946; $1,960,000,000 for
1947; and $1,090,000,000 for 1948. They
are covered into the Treasury as miscel-
laneous receipts. Almost $2,000,000,000,
or about two-thirds of all miscellaneous
receipts, is in the class of recoveries of
past outlays.

There is another reason why the money
recaptured from the sale of surplus prop-
erty should be applied on the war debt.

The

It will keep the record straight, and those

interested in the sale of surplus prop-
erty can turn to the budget each year
and see how much money has been ac-
tually derived from the sale of surplus

property by noting the actual amount

applied on the debt.

Let us examine the record. As I have
already stated, the estimate is $549,000,-
000 for the fiscal year 1946, $1,959,000,000
for the fiscal year 1947, and $1,009,000,000
for the fiscal year 1948, or a total of ap-
proximately only $3,517,000,000. That is
all we can expect from the sale of surplus
property.

These figures, as shown in the present
budget, represent the entire amount of
money which is to be deposited from the
domestic sales of surplus property up to
and including June 19843. I shall give the
foreign figures later. I was told yesterday
that this is about all we can expect from
the sale of surplus property. I was told
that in the final analysis there might be
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about $2,000,000,000 wrapped up in what
we call war plants which may be leased
or kept for the national defense, but that
when these sales are concluded they will
represent practically all the money we
shall recover from the sale of surplus
property.

This 15 the startling feature of the
surplus-property program: The Baruch-
Hancock report, which I have just
mentioned, estimated that the amount
of surplus property we would have for
sale would be approximately $103,000,-
000,000. That figure was used time and
again in the report and in the debates
in the Senate. Think of it. One hun-
dred and three billion dollars was the
amount of surplus property we were sup-
posed to have had. Of this amount, I
am told that the total domestic sales
will gross approximately $5,500,000,000.
I received this information from the War
Assets Administration only yesterday.
Consider those figures. The amount of
surplus property for sale represented a
sum of $103,000,000,000. Now, we are
expected to gross only $5,500,000,000
when all the property is sold. So our
expectations will not run more than
$3,700,000,000 of gross deposits in the
Treasury as the total amount of money
recaptured from the entire amount of
$103,000,000,000. We must pay the sales
expense, nearly $1,000,000,000, and we
must pay back to the disposal agencies
20 percent.

Mr. FERGUEON. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WHERRY. I yield.

Mr. FERGUSON. I merely wished to
have it clear on the record whether or
not, o page A-18 of the budget, the
$1,030,000,000 is included in the income
of the Government.

Mr. WHERRY. My understanding is
that that item is the estimated amount
which will be received in the fiscal year
10243,

Mr. FERGUSON. Isit included in the
estimated national income for 19482

Mr. WHERRY. Yes.

Mr. FERGUSON. So all the Senator
is trying to insure is that, notwithstand-
ing any other legislation, this particular
amount, if received from the sale of war
assets, shall be applied on the debt, and
may not be used for any other purpose.

Mr. WHERRY. That is correct. 'The
effect of the resolution would be ex-
tended for 2 years to come.

Whatever this recovery is, it ought to
be made public information and the
Congress should be informed. I think
it will be an amazing fact to the tax-
payers of the country that of $103,000,-
000,000 worth of property—although
some of it cannot be recovered in
money—we shall realize less than $4,-
000,000,000. But what amazes me is
that of the $103,000,000,000 original
value of property which we have sold—
the money for which has been or will be
recovered—there will be deposited in the
Treasury of the United States less than
$4,000,000,000.

In connection with the foreign sales of
surplus property, handled by the Foreign
Liguidation Commission, the office of the
budget director of the State Department
states that the total amount of surplus
property received for disposal—the total
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inventory all through the years—is
$8,805,000,000 as of December 31, 1946.
I am speaking of surplus property over-
seas. To this figure should be added
$2,000,000,000 which has not yet been
turned over to them, but which will be
turned over to them when the Army and
Navy release it. This makes a grand
total of approximately $10,805,000,000 of
surplus property which will be sold over-
seas by the State Department. The
Foreign Liquidation Commission has al-
ready disposed of $7,437,000,000 of that
property. Some of it has been involved
in the agreements with foreign countries,
in the settlement of lend-lease and other
indebtedness which they owe the United
States. We have all heard about some of
those transactions.

So actually we have $3,360,000,000 of
property still to be sold in foreign lands.
Perhaps this amendment will induce the
surplus property disposal agencies to get
a little more money from the sale of
surplus property. At any rate, we have
that much more to sell. However, of the
$10,805,000,000 total, according to ‘the
estimates we shall receive in cash only
$1,046,000 for the fiscal year 1946. We
shall receive only $362,000,000 in the
fiscal year 1947; and we shall receive
only $70,000,000 in the fiscal year 1948,

In addition, however, in the settlement
we shall have $1,368,000,000 worth of
notes or debentures of several foreign
countries, which of course are of gues-
tionable value. In other words, all we
can reasonably expect from the total
sales of surplus property overseas in the
amount of $10,805,000,000, is $400,000,-
000 in cash. So when the settlement is
analyzed from an impartial point of
view, we can say that if the estimate
holds frue, out of the $10,805,000,000
worth of surplus property in foreign
countries actually we shall receive ap-
proximately $400,000,000 in cash, plus
whatever we can collect from the foreign
countries which have been given long-
time credit on the $1,368,000,000. Such
collections are very uncertain. This
means that we are settling the entire
debt of $10,800,000,000 and selling our
surplus property at a fraction of 1 per-
cent of the inventory value of the prop-
erty. I think the public ought to know
it when we are talking about balancing
the budget.

We have been talking about expendi-
tures. This is a place where we can be
optimistic. We should demand more re-
ceipts from the sale of surplus property
before it is too late. There is no reason
in the world why that question should
not be investigated. I am certainly glad
that a subcommittee of the Committee
on Expenditures in the Executive De-
partments has been appointed to look
into the sales of surplus property. Cer-
tainly from the sale of $103,000,000,000
worth of surplus property we ought to
realize more than $3,700,000,000 to apply
on the debt.

There is another reason why I think
we should be apprehensive at this mo-
ment. I raised the question on the fioor
of the Senate day before yesterday. I
asked the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions if they knew of any commitment
that had been made or might be contem-
plated with respect to foreign loans, be-
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cause we are telling the people of this
country what our budget is to be. I am
one who believes in balancing the budget.
I think that is a responsibility. I think
the thing to do is to go carefully over
every expenditure which we think will be
made during this fiscal year. I asked
if any member of the Fareign Relations
Committee of the Senate could advise us
whether any loans to foreign countries
are contemplated this year. The Sena-
tor to whom I addressed the question
stated that he knew nothing about it, and
I accepted his statement. A few mo-
ments ago I was handed a release from
London which states that the British
Government is now asking our Govern-
ment to make a loan to Greece to help
stabilize the Grecian Government. I
think that if any members of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations have knowl-
edge of any contemplated loan to a for-
eign nation, now is the time to consider
it, and not after the loan has been made
through an agreement with the State
Department, when the Senate will be told
about it and asked to support what the
Department has done.

If we are ever to reduce the debt we
should start to reduce it. If we are ever
to balance the budget we ought to start
now. I think that is a mandate from
* the people.

In conclusion, Mr. President, let me
say that, no matter what happens to the
cushion to which I have alluded, whether
it be one figure or another, in the final
analysis if we do not have sufficient
money left after balancing the budget to
apply on the debt, the least we can do
is to state in the pending resolution that
it is our judgment. as we have already
voted unanimously, thai{ every dollar
which is covered into the Treasury of
the United States, either in specific de-
posits or in the general fund as the result
of the sale of surplus property, should
be applied on the national debt. It will
show good faith on the part of the Sen-
ate to reduce it by that much,

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WHERRY. I yield.

Mr. FERGUSON. Does the Senator
from Nebraska have in mind that under
the law the title to all lend-lease prop-
erty is in the United States?

Mr. WHERRY. That is correct.

Mr. FERGUSON. When settlements
are made and the money is received from
that source, does the Senator have in
mind that such money should be applied
to reduce the debt, under this resolution?

Mr. WHERRY. I certainly do, and I
hope that that point is broughi out in
the investigation which the Senator’s
committee makes, because I understand
that this money is not to be covered into
the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts,
from which it could be appropriated.

Mr. TAPT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WHERRY. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. The total figure of $39,-
100,000,000 includes approximately $1,-
000,000,000 from the sale of surplus prop-
erty. It isa part of the receipts on which
we have been continuously counting.

Mr. WHERRY. That is correct.

Mr. TAFT. I wonder if the Senator,
in accord with his statement of intention,
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would be willing to make it clear that this
is a part of the $2,600,000,000.

Mr, WHERRY. Yes.

Mr. TAFT. I have a proposal that at
the end of his amendment there should
be added:

But any such reduction in the fiscal year
1948 may be counted as part of the $2,600,-
000,000 referred to in the preceding sentence.

Would the Senator be willing to accept
that modification?

Mr. WHERRY. Yes; Ishall be glad to
accept it; but I want the distinguished
Senator from Ohio to concur in my state-
ment that if $2,600,000,000 is not avail-
able, still the $549,000,000 for 1946 the
$1,960.000,000 in 1947, and the $1,090,-
000,000 in 1948 should be paid regardless
of that fact.

Mr. TAFT. 1 do not quite understand
what the Senator means.

Mr. WHERRY. I do not quite under-
stand the amendment of the Sznafor
from Ohio. If it means only that the
$549,000,000 is a part of the $2,600,000,-
000, I am perfectly agreeable to the
ameridment; but if it means that there is
no cushion of $2,600,000,000 to which to
apply the $549,000,000, then I am not for
the amendment.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. WHERRY. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. This is not legislation.
The President will not sign the concur-
rent resolution. It is an expression of the
intention of the Senate. The Senate is
expressing its intention as to how these
funds should be applied. Therefore if
there is no surplus whatever I would say
that proceeds from the sale of surplus
property are to be applied on the public
debt. Is that what the Senator means?

Mr. WHERRY. That is what I want.
Let me repeat that in the year 1946 I want
to have $549,000,000, or such amount as
may be derived from the sale of surplus
materials to be applied on the war debt;
and I am not objecting to its being a part
of the $2,600,000,000. That is perfectly
agreeable to me. I will say to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Ohio that if
$2,600,000,000 is not available to be ap-
plied on the debt, we should still apply
on the debt $549,000.000, or whatever
money accrues from the sale of surplus
property. I want the same understand-
ing to apply to the year 1947 and the
year 1948. I think the Senator’'s amend-
ment should be changed if he is having
it apply only to the fiscal year 1948.

Mr. TAFT. The resclution applies to
the fiscal year 1948, beginning the 1st of
next July. ”

Mr. WHERRY. Istand corrected. So
the Senator from Ohio agrees with me
that this amendment simply means that
the $1,009,000,000, or whatever is col-
lected from the sale of surplus property
should be considered a part of the
amount referred to in the Enowland
amendment, and if no cushion is re-
covered from the general treasury there
should still be applied on the debt what-
ever is recovered from the sale of sur-
plus property for that year. Is that
correct? ;

Mr. TAFT. Yes; that Is correct, so
far as I am concerned.

Mr. WHERRY, Is that what the
amendment provides?
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Mr. TAFT. That is the effect of the
amendment.

Mr. WHERRY. I will accept the
amendment on that basis.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Will
the Senator from Ohio send the amend-
ment to the desk if it is written?

Mr. TAFT. I will.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does
the Senator from Nebraska yield to the
Senator from Oregon?

Mr. WHERRY. I yield.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I was
called to the telephone just as the Sena-
tor from Ohio presented his amend-
ment. I wish to be sure that I under-
stand the situation. I want to see to
it, to the extent that I can, that at least
the $2,600,000,000 provided for in the
Knowland amendment is to be paid on
the debt out of tax income. I am per-
fectly willing to apply on the national
debt any additional money which may
derive to the Treasury of the United
States from the sale of surplus property
over and above the $2,600,000,000.

Is that the proposal made by the Sena-
tor from Ohio?

Mr. TAFT. It is just the opposite of
thhe! proposal made by the Senator from
Ohio.

Mr. MORSE. I was afraid of that.

Mr. TAFT. The language of my
amendment, to be added to the proposal
of the Senator from Nebraska, is as
follows:

But any such reduction in the fiscal year
1948 may be counted as part of the $2,600,~
000,000 referred to in the preceding
sentence.

The PRESIDENT pro fempore. As
the Chair understands, the Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. WHErRrRY] has modified
his amendment as suggested by the
Senator from Ohio.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I ac-
cept the suggestion of the Senator from
Ohio, because it is not my intention to
add to the amount in the EKnowland
amendment the $549,000,000 for 1946 or
the $1,959,000,000 for 1947. I am afraid
that when this proposal is watered down
instead of having a surplus which can
be used under the Knowland amend-
ment to pay on the debt, we shall not
have such surplus. I do not want to be
discouraging and I do not want to be
pessimistic, but I am insisting that the
money recovered from the sale of sur-
plus property be applied on the public
debt. That is all my amendment does.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
time of the Senator from Nebraska has
expired.

‘Mr. WHERRY. Then I yield the floor.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, if I cor-
rectly understand the amendment offered
by the distinguished Senator from Ohio
to the amendment of the Senator from
Nebraska, and by which the amendment
of the Senator from Nebraska has now
been modified, it seems to me that the
effect would be to apply the $1,079,000,000
which it is estimated will be derived from
the sale of surplus property in 1948 to the
$2,600,000,000 of debt reduction provided
for by the Enowland amendment. I
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think the Senator from Ohio will agree
with me as to that. !

Mr. TAFT. Will the Senator restate
the point, Mr. President?

Mr. LUCAS. I say that if I correctly
understand the purport of the modifica-
tion which has been made in the amend-
ment of the Senator from Nebraska in
accordance .with the suggestion of the
Senator from Ohio, if the amendment as
modified is adopted by the Senate, the
amount of money which it is estimated
will be received in 1948 from the sale of
surplus property, which is believed to be
approximately $1,079.000,000, will be ap-
plied to the $2,600,000,000 of debt reduc-
tion provided for by the Knowland
amendment which has been adopted by
the Sz=nate.

Mr. TAFT. That is correct; and the
other $1,600,000,000 would have to come
out of taxes.

Mr. LUCAS. That is as I understood
it. In other words, Mr. President, by the
amendment of the Senator from Ne-
braska, as modified by the suggestion of
the Senator from Ohio, we would be
striking a hard blow at what we have
done today in our pledge to reduce the
national debt.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LUCAS. 1 yield.

Mr. WHERRY. If that is the inter-
pretation of the senior Senator from
Ohio, certainly it is not the explanation
which I understood he made a few min-
utes ago to the Senate. Isaid thatinthe
event $1,079,000,000 or some similar
amount should be received in 1948 from
the sale of surplus property, I would not
object to providing that that amount of
money be applied to the $2,600,000,000.

I ask the Senator from Ohio if he will
restate his position.

Mr. TAFT. Certainly. I think my
position is perfectly clear, but I shall be
glad to restale it, if the Senator from
Illinois will yield to me.

Mr. LUCAS. I shall yield any length
of time that is desired, if the two Senators
wish to confer to see if they can adjust
their differences upon this controversial
issue.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I asked the
Senator from Nebraska whether he in-
tended the money obtained from surplus
property sales to be an application on the
debt, in addition to the $2.600,000,000.
He said, “No.” But when I eXamined
his amendment, it seemed to me to be
somewhat ambiguous. Therefore, I
suggested that he clarify it in accordance
with his own statement of intention when
he first proposed it.

All I have proposed is that the amount
from surplus property be applied to the
debt. Ifitis $3,000.000,000,then the total
reduction will be $3,000,000,000. If it is
$1,000,000,000, however, then any such re-
duction may be counted as part of the
$2,600,000,000 referred to in the preceding
sentence.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr, President, now I
think I thoroughly understand what the
Senator from Ohio has in mind in con-
nection with the suggestion he has made,
which has been adopted by the Senator
from Nebraska as a modification of his
amendment; and I am sure the Senator
from Nebraska and other Senators un-
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derstand the purpose. The purpose is to
definitely cripple and impair what the
Senate of the United States unanimously
did with respect to the Enowland amend-
ment.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LUCAS. Ishall yield in a moment.

Mr, President, the Senate unanimously
adopted the Knowland amendment
which provides that at least $2,600,000,-
000 shall be applied upon the national
debt, out of the revenues produced from
taxation. Now what the Senator from
Ohio seeks to do through his modification
of the Wherry amendment is to apply at
least $1,000,000,000 received from the sale
of surplus property in 1948 to the $2,-
600,000,000, which in reality would mean
that in adopting the Knowland amend-
ment we provided for the payment of
$1,600,000,000 on the national debt, as-
suming that $1,000,000,000 is received
from the sale of surplus property in 1948.

Mr. O'MAHONEY and Mr. TAFT ad-
dressed the Chair.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does
the Senator from Illinois yield; and if so,
to whom?

Mr. -LUCAS. 1 yield first to the Sena-
tor from Wyoming,

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I suggest to the
Senator from Illinois that it would
seem advisable to have a quorum call so
that the Senator from California may be
present and may understand what is be-
ing done to his amendment. He origi-
nally proposed the application of $3,000,-
000,000, at least, of the revenues of the
United States upon the national debt.
The Senator from Ohio offered an
amendment to make an application of
only $1,000,000,000 to the national debt;
and then, upon the floor of the Senate,
as I understand the matter, the Senator
from Ohio and the Senator from Cali-
fornia reached an agreement to the ef-
fect that the amendment of the Senator
from Ohio would be withdrawn if the
Senator from California would reduce
the amount provided by his amendient
from $3,000,000,000 to $2,600,000,000.

Now the Senator from Ohio proposes
to cut from the agreement he has made
with the Senator from California what-
ever may be produced by way of surplus
property receipts.

Therefore, Mr. President, I suggest the
absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does
the Senator from Illinois yield for that
purpose?

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Illinois yield to me, to per-
mit me to make a statement of fact?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Illinois has the floor.
Does he yield for the purpose requested
by the Senator from Wyoming?

Mr. LUCAS. I will not yield to any-
one for any purpose, for the moment.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Illinois has the floor.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Illinois yield, though, to
me, to permit me to answer a statement
which is not a statement of fact?

Mr. LUCAS. I do not yield for the
moment.

. The PRESIDENT' pro tempore.
Senator from Illinois declines to yield.

The"
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Mr. LUCAS. I think I have only 10
or 12 minutes remaining on the amend-
ment.

Mr. President, I may be mistaken
about the matter, and if I am I want the
able Senator from Ohio to explain when
I conclude the brief statement I am
about to make. But as I sat here and
tried to follow the able argument which
was being made by the Senator from
Nebraska upon his amendment, I
thought, after a colloquy with him, that
I understood it.

However, after propounding further
questions and after listening to the de-
bate, I have received the distinct impres-
sion that what he is attempting to do is,
irrespective of whether the revenues from
taxation are sufficient to reach a total of
$2,600,000,000 of receipts over expendi-
tures, the Senator from Nebraska wants
the money which will come from the sale
of surplus property in 1948 to be definite-
ly applied upon the national debt.

Mr. WHERRY. That is correct.

Mr. LUCAS. That is as I understood
the Senator.

Then the Senator from Ohio offered
his amendment, which the Senator from
Nebraska accepted, apparently under a
misapprehension of its purport, if I have
correctly understood the Senator from
Ohio. If I am rightly informed, that
amendment simply means that instead
of being an addition to the $2,600,000,000
to be applied as a reduction of the na-
tional debt, any amount which is received
from the sale of surpius property in the
year 1948 will be applied upon the $2,-
600,000,000 debt reduction which has been
provided for by the amendment unani-
mously adopted by the Senate today.

Now I yield to the Senator from Ohio,
and I ask him whether the statement I
have made is correct.

Mr. TAFT. No; it is not a correct
statement.

Mr. LUCAS. Then I respectfully re-
quest that the Senator from Ohio had

_bet.ter correct his previous remarks.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, it was sug-
gested that the agreement with the Sen-
ator from California was that the $2,-
600,000,000 be paid out of taxes. There
was never any such suggestion, and there
was no such agreement, y

In the list of revenues of the Govern-
ment which appears in the budget, as
the Senator will observe if he will study
the budget, there is included, besides
receipts from taxes, $2,619,000,000 of
miscellaneous receipts. If Senators will
refer to that list of miscellanecus re-
ceipts, they will find that in it is included
an item of $1,079,000,000 from the sale
of surplus property. In other words, we
have always counted the income from
the sale of surplus property as a part
of the income of the Government; and
when we refer to a total income of $39,-
100,000,000, we include as a part of the
total over $1,000,000,000 of receipts from
the sale of surplus property.

Therefore, if this amendment is not
adopted and if the ambiguity which I
fear occurs, out of the total income of
$39,100,000,000 we would be reducing the
debt a net amount, not of $2,600,000,000,
but of approximately $3,600,000,000, and
therefore we would have remaining prac-
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tically no money with which to make any
tax reductions at ‘all.

So, Mr. President, my amendment is
entirely innocent and entirely in order
and entirely what the Senator from Ne-
braska intended. -

Mr. LUCAS. I regret that I cannot
agree with the argument made by the
distinguished Senator from Ohio, as to
the effect of his amendment. I doubt
that the Senator from Nebraska agrees.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me?

Mr. LUCAS. I yield.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, in order
to clarify the matter, taking the amend-
ment as offered by the Senator from Ne-
braska I move that the word “should”
in the last line thereof be stricken out
and that the words “shall be” be in-
serted.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does
the Senator from Illinois yield for the
purpase of the submission of the amend-
ment?

Mr. LUCAS. No; I do not yield for
that purpose. I should like to have the
Senator from Iowa make his suggestion
in his own time.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator declines to yield for the purpose.

Mr. LUCAS. I desire to discuss for a
moment the amendment which was
adopted by the Senate, which provides:

It is the further judgment of the Congress
that sound fiscal policy requires that not less
than £2,600,000,000 of the excess of revenues
over expenditures be applied toward reduc-
tion of the public debt during said fiscal
Yyear.

That means something. We have
unanimously passed it by a record vote.
We should not tamper with it by inno-
cent, innocuous amendments, which may
not be so innocent after all, when prop-
erly applied.

If the amendment offered by the Sena-
tor from Ohio is such an innocent one,
I would suggest that he withdraw the
amendment and let the amendment go
through as originally submitted by the
Senator from Nebraska. I think every-
one understands that, and I am not sure
that anybody understands just what the
Senator from Ohio confemplates doing
as a result of the language of the amend-
ment, or what the ultimate effect may be.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The

‘" question is on agreeing to the amendment
submitted by the Senator from Nebraska
as modified.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, the Senator
from Ilinois seems to be unable to under-
stand perfectly clear English and per-
fectly clear figures. The receipts from
surplus property have been considered
revenue. They have always been treated
as such in the budget, and they are now
s0 treated in the budget. They are in-
cluded in the $39,100,000,000 of revenue
in the President’s budget, against which
he is trying to charge thirty-seven and
one-half billion of receipts. He is using
them as revenue, and we have always
considered them as revenue.

Mr. BARELEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Ohio yield?

Mr. TAFT. I yield.

Mr., BAREKLEY. The Senafor from

Ohio is correct to the extent of saying
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that the $39,100,000,000 includes receipts
contemplated from surplus property. I
had some doubt about it in my own mind,
because there is a big difference between
revenues and receipts. We usually think
of revenues as coming from taxes. Re-
ceipts may come from any source. But
in order to make sure, I just called the
Director of the Budget, who advises me
that the thirty-nine billion one hundred
million includes all the miscellaneous re-
ceipts, including the contemplated $1,-
079,000,000 from surplus property.

But that does not necessarily clear up
the complication involved in the amend-
ment of the Senator from Nebraska, be-
cause if it be true that we must now con-
sider the amendment of the Senator from
California, which we have already
adopted unanimously, as providing that
out of the difference between the $39,-
100,000,000, made up of taxes and all
other receipts, and whatever the expenses
may be, $2,600,000,000 must be applied to
the public debt, and the amendment
offered by the Senator from Ohio, which
the Senator from Nebraska is on the
verge of accepting, provides that that
$2,600,000,000 shall be reduced by what-
ever amount is involved in the sale of
surplus property, I am laboring under a
constant fear that step by step we are
whittling down the amount we are finally
going to apply to the public debt.

Mr, TAFT. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator from Kentucky for clearing up
the misapprehension in the minds of
some of the Senators. So far as we are
concerned, receipts from surplus prop-
erty sales are just like receipts from
taxes, and that is as we have counted
them all along. The original concurrent
resolution on the desk reads:

That revenues during the period of the
fiscal year 1948 will approximate $39,100,-
000,000 and that expenditures during such
fiscal year should not exceed $31,500,000,000.

So they have been counted already.
The surplus left after we amended the
concurrent resolution yesterday is abouf
$6,100,000,000. Of that we apply $2,600,-
000,000 to the debt, if in addition to that
we took another billion out of surplus
property, we would be applying $3,600,-
000,000 to the debt, and, as I have said,
leave something less than two and a half
billion for possible application to reduc-
tion of taxes, if we wish to do that.

As I understand, the desire of the Sen-
ator from Nebraska is rather to estab-
lish a principle, not to change the $2,-
600,000,000. We are not whittling away
the $2,600,000,000. When we get through
with his amendment, we still reduce the
debt by $2,600,000,000. He wants to es-
tablish the principle that if that reduc-
tion be taken out of surplus property,
and we should sell $3,000,000,000 worth
of surplus property, then we would have
$3,000,000,000 to apply on the debt, and
we would also have a much larger reve-
nue and could afford to do it.

I do not see any reason why the Sena-
tor from Nebraska should not accept the
amendment. He has accepted, I think,
the amendment I suggested, and it makes
the whole matter entirely clear, that is,
that next year we are tc have a reduc-
tion in the debt of $2,600,000,000 unless
the surplus-property receipts exceed that
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sum, in which case we will have a re-
duction in the amount of the surplus-
property receipts.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I offer
an amendment to the proposal of the
Senator from Nebraska, as amended, to
strike out the Taft amendment, so-called,
from the original proposal.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Maryland proposes to strike
certain words from the amendment sub-
mitted by the Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. TYDINGS. In that respect, Mr.
President, I should like to say a brief
word.

At the beginning of the present session
I thought there was an excellent chance
for my friends on the other side of the
aisle to take over control of at least two
of the three branches of the Government,
but as this debate proceeds I am begin-
ning to question whether they really want
to take them over.

There are some splendid men on the
other side of the aisle. There is the senior
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr], the junior
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Bricker], in-
deed I could call the roll and include
almost every Senator on the other side of
the aisle as a Presidential candidate,
along with the great Governor of New
York. ButIthink they are going to bring
on a shoe shortage, and if we have a shoe
shortage in this country, there are going
to be millions of votes lost as the people
in our large cities go barefooted, because
the Republicans are marching up and
down the hill so fast, it is going to take
all the shoe factories a long while to keep
them supplied with shoes.

We started out with a proposal for a
$6,000,000,000 cut, publicized in all the
newspapers day after day, not a cut be-
cause of revenues derived from the sale
of surplus property, but that the expenses
of the National Government were to be
cut $6,000,000,000. Not $5,000,000,000,
but $6,000,000,000, were to be cut from the
expenditures of the Federal Government.
The billion-dollar income we will get from
the sale of surplus property was never
mentioned in any of the original esti-
mates of the reduction in governmental
expenditures. The spending spree was
to be cut by $6,000,000,000. That is what
the newspapers said, that is what the
House of Representatives voted for.

When the proposal came to this body,
there was a division as to whether or
not the expenditures of the Government
were to be cut by six billion or by four
and one-half billion. I voted for the
four-and-one-half billion eut, thinking
that my “Presidential” friends on the
other side of the aisle were going to cut
four and one-half billion from the ex-
penses of the Government. Now, I have
just learned that in the $4,500,000,000
there is included more than a billion
dollars which does not represent a cut in
expenditures at all but which is derived,
and would be derived if we never made
any reduction at all, from revenues of
the Government. So that cuis the
amount down to $3,500,000,000 from the
original $6,000,000,000.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Maryland yield?

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield.



1542

Mr. TAFT. The reasoning of the Sen-
ator is peculiar. We are cutfing the ex-
penditures. The Senate has resolved,
with the Senator’s acceptance, I take it,
to cut the expenditures of the Govern-
ment from $37,500,000,000 to $33,000,-
000,000. That has no relation whatever
to receipts, no relation to the surplus
property, and no relation to anything
else the Senator is talking about, so far
as I can see.

Mr. TYDINGS. I thank the Senator
for his explanation, which but proves
my point—that instead of there being
a cut of $6,000,000,000 or $4,500,000,000
in Government expenses, we are going
to have a cut now of either five billion,
if the House provision shall prevail, or
three and one-half billion, if the Senate
provision shall prevail. So that of the
$6,000,000,000 that was the original tar-
get, we are up to $4,500,000,00" already.
There has been a retreat down the hill,
after we marched up Suribachi, with col-
ors flying, with the shells of economy
bursting all around us. We went right
down the hill, with the flag lowered, and
lost $1,000,000,000 in the first foray
against the capture of economy hill.

Then there was the talk of the 20
percent tax cut across the board. That
has gone so far away that even Admiral
Byrd, in the best plane which could be
produced, would never find the thing
called a 20-percent tax reduction across
the board.

We are now down to the point of ques-
tioning whether we are going to get 10
percent. For heaven’s sake, gentlemen,
get together, or we Democrats will elect
another President, even in spite of every-
thing.

It was stated in the headlines week
after week—and good headlines—the
kind the people want to read—"Six bil-
lion-dollar slash in expenses.” Lo and
behold, there has been an error of 16%
percent in every headline that went forth
3 months ago, 2 months ago, 1 month ago,
1 week ago, 1 day ago. Even great Dem-
ocratic newspapers like the Chicago Trib-
une are saying that we Democrats are
likely to elect another President if the
Republicans do not watch out. I wanted
to dispute that with them, but since I
came into the Chamber this afternoon
and listened to the debate, it looks as if
we might have to put up with another

 Democratic administration: for 4 more
years. 4

Even the friend of all of us, that out-
standing columnist, Mr. Westbrook Peg-
ler, in today's Times-Herald, writing in
his column, Fair Enough, says the Presi-

dent we have—whom he calls “George
* Spelvin,” and whom we call Harry Tru-
man—Ilooks to him like a pretty good bet
for the Republican voters of the country,

I ask unanimous consent to have in-
serted at the end of my remarks the ar-
ticle to which I refer.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD.

(See exhibit A.)

I am very fond of the Senator from
Ohio. He is one of the most industrious
and able citizens of this Nation, and as
his friend and as the friend of all the
Presidential candidates on the other side
I say, “Gentlemen, get together, and
either go up the hill, or go down it, or
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stay in the middle, so we Democrats will
know what you are frying to do.”

[Manifestations of applause in the
galleries.]

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
galleries are admonished that any evi-
dences of approval or disapproval are
strictly against the rules of the Senate.

ExHIBIT A
[From the Washington Times-Herald of
February 28, 1947]
FAlR ENOUGH
(By Westbrook Pegler)

Somehow I keep coming back to that fel-
low. He sort of caught me that first day
when they telephoned him that he was it,
an ordinary, play-poker, play-piano county
commissioner pitched into the most im-
portant, the most responsible and the most
dangerous job in the world, and he said to
the reporters, “pray for me, boys. And I
mean it.”

We had been having a lot of neck-prayers
on dress occasions before then, but never, in
many a year, a spontaneous, mother's-knee
prayer from the heart of a man who would
say “Dear God, help me,” and not seem to
mean “how am I doin’, partner?"”

He can be happy without flippancy and 1
dont recall hearing a sneer out of him since
he took over. He can be serious without be-
ing morose, He can get tough without nasti-
ness, but if you like it that way, don't go
bawling to your maw that he hit you with
your own shinny-stick.

I will bet you I know a million Republicans,
which is nonsense because nobody knows a
million anybodles, but anyway, I know a lot
of Republicans who wish he was their fellow
s0 they could be for him.

Why can't they?

Well, you know, the union bosses, the New
Deal crowd, the bleeding-hearts, the Com-
munists, the old girl—and all them. To be
for him you have to be with them and sort
of B squad at that. -

But I don't know.

Madam Perkins, she was New Deal, and
where is she at now? Ickes. Where is he?
Wallace. Morgenthau. Biddle. Frankfurter.
You don’t hear much about “Old Weenie” any
more, do you? Somebody must have taken
up his latchkey. Nor the guy with the jaw.
Remember Chester Bowles and all that com-
motion how you couldn't make an even trade
of a pound of double-saws for a pound of
hamburger if they canceled OPA? Missing:
Chester Bowles; no reward.

Leon Henderson. No, thanks for the
memory,

John L. Lewis. John had a permanent
bead on “Mr. Big" and moved him around

and kept him off balance and licked him-

every time they started. Then along comes
Johnny One-Suit, always looking like his old
maw just dressed him up and slicked his hair
for the stra social, and he belts John
right through the skylight without even a
glare. He just turned his back on the
toughest mugg in town and when he came
back from Key West, John's lawyers were fan-
ning him with their hats and he was mutter-
ing, “He pulled a knife on me.” Hexed him,
he did. Hexed him bow-legged, and the first
guy to lick him since Girdler.

Do you notice how you don't notice his
wife? No taffy pulls for the ladies of the
press. No popping off about what the British
ought to do to Franco. No cigars, cigarettes,
souvenirs, and nuts. No graft. Have you
noticed how quiet it is? Maybe not, but you
don't notice a tooth when it quits aching.

It has been a long time since you heard of
old Dan Tobin, of the teamsters in and out
of the White House, and the PAC is buried
alongside the Anti-Saloon League. BSidney
Hillman and Wayne B. Wheeler setting on a
cloud bragging what they had done and
secretly calling each other the boastfullest
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old bore that ever lived, like Noah and the
hero of the Galveston flpod. >

It took that fellow a spell to get the fee] of
the track, to learn timing and pace. He
floundered on that propesition of 26 weeks at
$25 a week for the laid-off war workers after
the UAW had been boasting that it got the
highest wages In history and even $80 a
week for a sweeper,

I figure it was the old crowd who handed
him that one, not so much that they hoped
to get it as to show they had him for theirs.
He was terrible on OPA when he tried to save
it for them, but I figure he was still listening
when he should have been thinking.

Then, all of a sudden, the fellow was there.

I remember the night Paavo Nurmi ran his
first race in America in the old Garden.
Little Al Copeland, the old sprinter and
coach, was sitting there and after three or
four laps he said, “Yep, this one is a runner.”

And that is what T am thinking.

I am thinking that if the Republicans had
him, at his present political size and with the
class he has shown, not merely since election
when he came on so stylish, but along in
there when he was quietly passing the old
New Dealers on the turns, they would have
it all. The Democrats would have nobody
then because he is all they have got.

Don't heckle me about his past with
Pendergast or the way he stalls and fills in
about union legislation or Lilienthal or the
budget.

I keep coming back to him in spite of
Pendergast. I don't reconcile it. I lock him
over and hear him in a volce that was made
for talking to people and not to excite and
make fools of them and I feel that still he is
all-American and will belly up to Stalin and
step on his toes and say “Listen, you,” in-
stead of, “Now, Joe.”

I notice that he has ditched them all, Wal-
lace, the widow, and Ickes, and made them
tag along and it doesn't matter a damn to
him if they don’t because if they quit him
that will win him two votes for evéry one they
can take away.

I can feel that he hates the Communists
and has been a very good ratter driving them
out, even up to now.

I keep coming back to him, no wonderman,
but George Spelvin, American, trimming a
little but doing his best and with his pants
& little knee-sprung from kneeling and not
to Stalin, either

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
TypiNGs] to strike certain words from
the amendment of the Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY].

Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia ob-
tained the floor.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President;, will
the Senator yield for a moment?
ﬁl\g. ROBERTSON of Virginia. I

eld.

Mr, LANGER. I ask unanimous con-
sent to be excused from aftendance on
the Senate for the remainder of the aft-
ernoon. One of my friends has become
very seriously ill, and I am trying to get
him into a hospital.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the consent is granted.

Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia. Mr.
President, I have no desire to delay the
vote, which all of us want to see cast,
to end the discussion of what we shall
do with the national debt. Iam in thor-
ough accord with the position taken by
the distinguished Senator from Ne-

‘braska, that proceeds realized from the

sale of surplus war property should be
applied to the debt created in its pur-
chase, but I am not at all disturbed
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over the proposal that we should en-
deavor to apply at least $2,600,000,000
to the national debt, because if we ap-
plied as much as $5,000,000,000 a year to
the debt, it would take over half a cen-
tury to pay it. If in the period of our
greatest prosperity, we debate and hesi-
tate to apply as much as $2,600,000,000
to the debt, we know that in periods of
adversity we shall apply nothing to it.

Mr. President, I am unwilling that this
debate should come to a close without
inviting the attention of the Senate to
the fact that the real and actual debt
is from eight to ten billion dollars more
than the technical debt of $259,000,000,-
000 which we have been discussing. That
comes about by reason of the act passed
by Congress last year fixing a debt limit
of $275,000,000,000. In that act we
changed the definition of how the Treas-
ury was to carry the obligations on its
books, from a maturity value, which is
the actual debt we will ultimately pay, to
current redemption value; and in mak-
ing that technical change many persons
were led to believe that we had auto-
matically written off about $8,000,000,000
of debt. That is not the case; that
amount is still there, and it will have to
be paid. Furthermore, Mr. President,
that act, which was passed last year,
provided that guaranteed obligations of
the Government which were held by the
Treasury Department would not be in-
cluded in the total of the national debt.
How many of those obligations the
Treasury now holds I do not know; but
it is a considerable sum.

It was said in debate earlier today that
the estimated receipts of $2,194,000,000
from the social-security tax, when in-
vested in Government bonds, would not
increase the national debt. I kmow of
nothing in the Social Security Act, or in
any other act, that requires anything
more of the Treasury Department than
to issue bonds equal to the receipts of
the social-security fund.

In the total of $39,000,000,000-plus of
expected revenue is included this item
of $2,194,000,000. Prior to 1939 the
Treasury had to issue 3-percent bonds
to be turned over to the trustees of the
Social Security Act trust fund. In 1939
Congress changed that and provided
that such bonds would bear the current
interest rates. We know that at least
up until 1946 the Treasury put into the
general fund all the receipts from the
social-security tax, spent the money, and
did not retire any bonds to offset the
bonds placed in the hands of the trustees
of the Social Security Act.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. The Treasury did that,
but when it was done it showed up in
the deficit of the Federal Government;
so that when there was a deficit of
$3,000,000,000 for the year 1937, we will
say, that included $1,000,000,000 of the
funds to which the Senator referred.

It is frue that the cash which the
Treasury gets does not necessarily have
to be used to reduce other debt, but it
does show up in the expenses of the
Government, and if the budget is bal-
anced, then necessarily the cash that is
received must reduce other debt. The
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total debt is not increased, provided the
budget is balanced. The key is to bal-
ance the budget.

Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia. I
would say to my distinguished colleague
from Ohio that we must do two things:
We not only must balance the budget
but we must require the Treasury De-
partment to retire outstanding bonds,
if and when they issue bonds for the
social-security trust fund.

Otherwise the debt will of necessity
be increased by that amount. So I say,
Mr. President, we are actually facing a
debt of from $8,000,000,000 to $10,000,-
000,000 more than we have been discuss-
ing, and it well behooves us today to vote
to make a maximum payment in this
period of prosperity to the end that faith
and confidence in the fiscal soundness
of the Government may be maintained.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I only wish
to say that I oppose the amendment of
the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Typ-
mcs]1, which I hardly think is offered se-
riously. It seems obvious to me that we
have settled the problem of how much
reduction we want to make in the debt.
We settled it previously by action taken
on the amendment of the Senator from
California. We want to make a reduc-
tion of $2,600,000,000. I think that
amount too much, and I agreed to the
amendment reluctantly. But I certainly
do not want to change the amount so as
to provide for a reduction of $3,600,000,-
000, which I think would be far too much.
Therefore, I hope the amendment of the
Senator from Maryland will be rejected.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield to me?

Mr, TAFT. I yield.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I missed a part of
the earlier debate, but as I understand
the Senator has no intention by his
amendment to change the purpose of
the amendment of the Senator from
California, which was unanimously
adopted, and which provides that not
less than $2,600,000,000 shall be applied
toward payment of the Federal public
debt.

Mr. TAFT. There would be no change
whatever. Some misapprehension arose
because the suggestion was that the re-
ceipts from the sale of surplus property
were not included in the revenues. They
are included in revenues. They have
been included in revenues all along from
the very beginning of the calculation.
Without the amendment I suggested to
the amendment of the Senator from Ne-
braska, the effect, it seemed to me, would
be to apply about $3,600,000,000 on the
debt.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for one more question?

Mr. TAFT. 1yield to the Senator from
California.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Let us assume that
the Senator from Nebraska had not
offered his amendment at all, is it not the
case that the amounts received from the
sale of surplus property are covered into
the miscellaneous receipts of the Treas-
ury, and are included in the estimates
made by the Director of the Budget as
to what the revenues or receipts of the
Federal Government will be during the
coming fiscal year?
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Mr. TAFT. The Senator is entirely
correct, Not only that, but they are in-
cluded in the word “revenues” in the
concurrent resolution we have been con-
sidering, which states that revenues for
the fiscal year 1948 will approximate
$39,100,000,000. That figure is reached
by including the receipts from the dispo-
sition of surplus property.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. TAFT. 1 yield.

Mr. BARELEY. There are also in-
cluded, as I understand, the receipts from
the social-security tax, which are in-
vested in an equivalent amount of Gov-
ernment securities. So that if by any
chance the requirements of the social-
security fund should take all the fund
which is collected in any one year, it
would be necessary in order to arrive at
the real net income of the Government,
its revenue, to take the social-security
tax from the total amount because it is
not revenue in the real sense of the word.
It is calculated as revenues just as are
surplus property proceeds and a great
many miscellaneous taxes.

Mr. TAFT. As a matter of fact, the
Senator is not quite correct because in
the ordinary method of figuring the re-
coipts, the net appropriation to the Fed-
eral old-age and survivors insurance
trust fund, $1,987,000,000, is deducted
before reaching the $39,100,000,000. For
some reason it is treated differently from
any of the other receipts. The Senator
will find in the total estimate of budget
receipts a total figure which includes the
taxXes on the old-age insurance, and then
a net appropriation is specifically de-
ducted, not as an expense, but as a re-
duction from costs.

Mr. BAREKLEY. I understand that,
but there is bound to be a difference, be-
cause from year to year the Treasury has
used the excess of the tax received under
the Social Security Act over the outlay
which has been required and applied it
to the current expenses of the Govern-
ment. It has issued Government bonds
in lieu of that excess. It is required by
the law that money from this source be
invested in Government bonds, and the
Government has expended the money
and issued its bonds in lieu of cash.

Mr. TAFT. I thank the Senator. I
merely ask, Mr. President, that the
pending amendment be rejected.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for one more question?

Mr. TAFT. Yes.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I ask the question
because there has apparently been a
misunderstanding which I should like to
have cleared up. As I understand the
situation now, the amount to be applied
under the amendment which the Senate
unanimously adopied would be nof less
than $2,600,000,000, and that in nowise
would be changed by the amendment of
the Senator from Nebraska or the
amendment of the Senator from Ohio.
The purport of the amendment offered
by the Senator from Nebraska .s that the
$2,600,000,000 sh 11 not be reduced, but
in the event—and it is rather a far-
fetched possibility—that surplus prop-
erty should be sold in the amount we will
say of $3,500,000,000 in 1 year, the entire
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$3,500,000,000 would be applied on the
debt. 4

Mr., TAFT. Instead of $2,600,000,000.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Yes, instead of
$2,600,000,000. So there might be ap-
plied to the debt a larger sum, but in no
event a lesser sum than $2,600,000,000.

Mr. TAFT. The Senator is entirely
correct. That is exactly the effect of
the amendment of the Senator from
Nebraska.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. TAFT. I yield. :

Mr. ATKEN, As I understood the dis-
cussion of the Knowland amendment
and the compromise which was efiected
at $2,600,000,000, it was stated that the
$2,600,000,000 fisure would be taken to
conference. When that is done usually
the figure determined upon by the Sen-
ate does not stand in conference. We
will assume the House to say, “We are
not going to have any figures whatso-
ever,” or that the proposal of the Sena-
tor from Ohio, which was for a reduction
of $1,000,000,000, is agreed upon. Then
we will assume that surplu. property
sales amount to $1,000,000,000, and that
money is turned into the Treasury to be
applied on the debt. That leaves the en-
tire difference between the appropriation
and the Federal income to be applied on
tax reduction, and in my opinion would
leave the Knowland amendment com-
pletely meaningless. -

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Ohio yield to me at
that point?

Mr. TAFT, One moment, Does the
Senator from Vermont know of any way
by which to compel the House to do any-
thing they do not wish to do?

Mr. AIKEN. Idonot know of any way.

Mr. TAFT. Any action we ever take
in the Senate is always subject to objec-
tion in the House of Represenfatives.
We cannot get away from that. I do not
know what the Senator from Vermont
wants us to do.

Mr. ATIKEN. It is my opinion that if
after taking this to conference the Sen-
ate conferees come away with an agree-
ment of a one-billion-dollar debt reduc-
tion they will be doing very well. I be-
lieve that a part of the reduction in Gov-
ernment expenses certainly should be
applied to reducing the national debt.
The people at home are asking to have
the debt reduced to a safe margin and
are asking to have the budget balanced.
They would also like tax reductions, but
not many of them put tax reduction
ahead of the other two conditions,
namely, balancing the budget and re-
ducing our obligations to a point con-
sistent with national safety.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Ohio yield to me?

Mr. TAFT. 1 yield to the Senator
from California.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I should say to the
Senator from Vermont that if I thought
such a situation would be brought about
I would not be favorable to the amend-
ment, but I call the attention of the able
Senator from Vermont to the fact that
the adoption of the concurrent resolution
merely expresses certain judgments of
the Congress; and if perchance the con-
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ference committee should reduce the
amount to such a point that the Con-
gress did not feel it was adequate to
a sound fiscal arrangement, we would
still have the last crack at the proposal,
because while the Constitution says that
revenue legislation must originate in the
House of Representatives, it is also a re-
quirement that the United States Senate
must pass any tax measure. We have
it in our power to decide whether there
shall be any tax reduction at all; and
if there is no tax reduction, or if there
is a limited tax reduction and a surplus
oceurs in the Treasury of the United
States, under the existing law, the Sec-
retary of the Treasury may take money
from the excess of receipts over disburse-
ments and apply it to the Federal publiec
debt.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, the able
Senator from California very accurately
states the situation. This is only a dee-
laration. of intention. We may have to
amend our views in conference, although
the Senator may be sure that I shall do
everything possible to try to maintain
the $2,600,000,000 application to the debt.
However, we do have the last word on
the question of whether or not we shall
make a tax reduction and how large a
tax reduction we shall make. Every-

thing over and above that must be ap- -

plied on the national debt. It will be
automatically applied on the national
diebt. under the present system of opera-
tion. Lo

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. TAFT. I yield.

Mr. ATKEN. I was about to say that
I think the Senator from California has
correctly stated what may happen. But
I wish to add that I think the Senate
should aim its sights high at the target
of good, sound government, because,
after all, the resolution must go to con-
ference. We must remember that lead-
ing Members of the House made the
promise of a 20-percent reduction in
taxes, straight across the board. They
made the assertion that we should elimi-
nate 1,000,000 Federal employees, with-
out knowing from what departments
they could be eliminated. We must deal
with Members of the House. We shall
probably have to compromise with them.
Therefore, I do not believe that we can
aim too high at the target of sound and
progressive government,

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Ohio yield?

Mr. TAFT. 1 yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, last
year Congress passed and the President
signed a bill relating to the use of certain
credits from the sale of surplus property
abroad, in limited amounts, to finance
the exchange of scholars, and for other
purposes. Would the present proposal
interfere with that arrangement?

Mr. TAFT. No. As I understand the
Senator from Nebraska, his amendment
relates only to money which is derived
from the sale of surplus property and
paid into the Treasury as miscellaneous
receipts. As I understand, in the situa-
tion referred to by the Senator from
Arkansas that money never gets into the
Treasury as miscellaneous receipts.
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. I wished to make
it clear that it was not intended to alter
that program.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. TAFT. I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. The situation which
might arise under this amendment is
automatically somewhat confusing.
While it is not binding so far as the over-
all goal is concerned, if the amendment
of the Senator from Nebraska had any
effect at all, it would be this: Let us sup-
pose that, regardless of the $39,100,000,-
000 which we have estimated as revenues
from all sources, the revenues did not
reach that amount. Let us suppose that
when all the appropriation bills were
added together  they aggregated an
amount equal to all the revenues from all
sources. There would be no surplus of
income over outgo. Would the Senator’s
amendment still require that the amount
obtained from the sale of surplus prop-
erty be applied to the public debt?

Mr. WHERRY. Yes.

Mr. BARKLEY. If that were true,
would it not create a deficit which would
automatically increase the public debt
by the same amount by which it was
reduced as a result of the sale of surplus
property?

Mr. WHERRY. That is correct.

Mr. TAFT. I think the Senator from
Kentucky is correct. That is a proper
criticism of the amendment. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska proposes to pay our
debts, even though we must borrow the
money with which to pay them.

Mr. BARKLEY. In other words, we
would be taking money out of one pocket
and putting it in another, and the result
would be the illusion that we had more
money than we had at the start.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. TAFT. 1 yield.

Mr. WHERRY. That is the very argu-
ment which was used 2 years ago on the
floor of the Senate as a reason why we
should not adopt the amendment when
the conferees came back with the report,
The Senator can laugh it off if he so de-
sires; but I maintain that the money
which is recovered from the sale of sur-
plus property should be applied on the
debt, if for no other reason than to let
the people know what it is, even if we
must borrow the money. If we had to
borrow the money, perhaps some of the
people would object to buying bonds. The
time has come when that question must
be met, and that is the principle which
we are declaring here today.

Mr.TAFT. The Senator wishes to em-
phasize the fact that if we apply the
proceeds from the sale of surplus prop-
erty to the debt, it will be brought to the
attention of the people that we are really
living beyond our income, because we
should not have used the money for cur-
rent expenses.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
Typings] to strike certain words from
the amendment of the Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY] as modified.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the de-
bate on the Wherry amendment, with the
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modification suggested by the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. Tarrl, has made one or
two principles pretty clear.

I think it has been made clear that
there is not much inclination in the Sen-
ate to levy taxes with which to pay for
debt reduction.

As I understand the discussion of the
Benator from Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY],
and the Senator from Ohio [Mr. TarT],
what they really have in mind is to use
property which the Government now
owns, namely, war surplus property, and
apply it on the national debt thereby en-
abling them to use whatever savings we
can make in the expenses of administer-
ing the Government for application on a
tax-reduction program. I am perfectly
willing to have whatever money we may
get from transferring Government sur-
plas property into money as payments on
the national debt but T do not want those
sums to be used as a substitute for at
least a $2,600000,000 payment on the
national debt eollected through taxes.

Hence I wish to express for the RECORD
my view. I think the time has come
when we ought to recognize the impor-
tance of levying taxes with which to re-
duce the national debt. I think it is very
clear from the discussion of the senior
Senator from Ohio that it is his desire
to reduce taxes at this time rather than
reduce the national debt. It happens fo
be my judement that we cannot reduce
taxes at this time and make any sub-
stantial payment on the national debt.
When we talk about applying income
from the sale of surplus property, on the
basis of the fact that the President’s
budeget includes within the term “reve-
nue” receipts from the sale of surplus
property, I would point out that that is a
misuse of the term “revenue.” When
we translate governmental real property,
governmental tanks, or governmental
property of any other type into money,
all we do is to indulge in recoupment.

For example if one gives $100 to his
wife to buy a piece of furniture and she
sper ds only $80 for it and gives him back
$20 he has not received $20 in new in-
come. What he has done is recouped
$20 from the $100 that he set aside for
the purchase of a piece of furniture.

I have on my desk here a book be-
longing to the Government. I imagine
it is worth about 50 cents. If the Gov-
ernment sells the book for 50 cents and
applies the 50 cents on the national debt
it has nof obfained for ifself any new
revenue but has only engaged in a form
of recoupment.

I am perfectly willing to apply the
proceeds from surplus property as pay-
ments on the national debt, but in addi-
tion to that I want to maintain at least
the present tax structure and take at
least $2,600,000,000 of tax revenue for
additional payment on the national debt.
I certainly think that is the spirit of the
EKnowland proposal and if it is not we
ought to make it so.

H we are really to reduce the national
debt, as the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. BARKLEY] recently pointed out in
his exchange with the Senator from Ne-
braska, we must tax the American peo-
ple to do it. That is what the politicians
do not like to do.
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I think we would serve the people best
in this year of great prosperity by levy-
ing taxes so that we can pay, not $2,600,-
000,000, but a great deal more, on the
public debt. I voted for that figure in
the Knowland proposal, because it was
the best we could gei. What we ought
to be saying to the American people fo-
day is that we propose te tax them to
pay, if at all possible, $10,000,000,000 o
the national debt and proteet the value
of the American dollar. 1 think that if
we made this issue clear to the people,
they would be willing to pay about that
sum on the debt if we showed good faith
in eliminating unnecessary administra-
tive costs of government.

‘We have now reached a point where it
is proposed, because we are going to call
the proceeds from the sale of surplus
property revenue, to take that so-called
revenue and apply it to the $2,600,000,000
involved in the Knowland amendment.
I think that would be a mest unfortu-
nate fiscal policy for the Senate to adopt.
I think it is our duty te mform the
American people as to the great fiscal
danger which confronts them today.

So, Mr. President, I would amend the
amendment of the Secnator from Ne-
braska, as proposed a few minufes ago
by the Senator from Iowa [Mr. WiLson]
on behalf of both of us, by changing the
word “should” in the last line of the
Wherry amendment to the word “shall’”

The PRESIDENT pro fempore. The
amendment is not in order at the pres-
ent time.

Mr. MORSE. I serve nofice that when
it is in order, that is the amendment that
I shall offer.

I close these remarks by reiferating
that what the debate during the past
hour and a quarter has really shown fo
the American people is that the design is
to reduce our obligation fo raise debf
reduction revenue by way of taxation by
applying on the National debt recoup-
ment money obtained from trading al-
ready owned Federal property infe
money. If that is not juggling, if that
is not indulging in fiscal gymnastics,
then I bave never seen that type of gym-
nasties.

I think that the proposal of the Senator
from Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY] places
form over substance. I think thaf the
proposal of the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
Tarz] has as its primary objective a bock
transaction by applying surplus property
which is already owned by the Govern-
ment as recoupment payment on the
national debt. By using such surplus
properiy recoupment payments as debé
reduction credits against the $2,600,000-
000 czlled for under the EKnowland
amendment then the plan will be to re-
duce income taxes. I think that thaf is
pure legerdemamn and I am against it
beeause I think the American people
should be told that this year they should
pay a substantial sum on the national
debt out of tax dollars. I do nof see how
we are ever going to profect the value of
our dollar if we do nof tax ourselves now
before it is too late in order to pay a
considerable sum on the national debt
this year.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. Presideng,
there are two points of view involved in
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this debate. They have been involved in
the debate from the very beginming of
the discussion of the resoluition which
seeks to reduee the budget submitted by
the President and to place a ceiling up~
on appropriations. Those two contrary
points of view are between the Members
of the Congress who believe that any
excess of receipis or of revenue should
be applied to the reduction of the na-
tional debt, and those who, following
the lead of the chairman of the House
Committee on Ways and Means and the
chairman of the House Committee on
Appropriations, want to preserve the
Iargest amount of excess revenues or re-
ceipis for the reduction of taxes. Re-
publican leadership would give tax cut
for big business priority over debt reduc-~

When the distinguished Senator from
California [Mr. Kwowrasp] offered his
amendment in the Joint Committee on
the Legislative Budget to provide that
at least $3,000,000,000 of revenues im
excess of expenditures should be applied
upon the national debt, he met the
argument from Republican leaders
thie House and in the Senate that if the
amendment were adopted it would make
it practically impossible to reduce any
faxes. Soin the Joint Committee on the
Legislative Budget the amendment of the
Senafor from California was voted down.

I glory, Mr. President, in the fact that
the Senafor from California had the
courage to carry on the fight and to
bring it upon this floor, to demand that
whafever excess of revenue there might
be should be appled upon the national
debt, at least fo fhe extent of £3,000,.-
000,000.

The Senator from Georgia [Mr.
GeorcEl speaking upon this floor yester-
day, called attention to the fact, which
no one can deny, that big business in-
ferests in this country are af this mo-
menf charging “everything that the
traffic will bear,'” instead of reducing
prices so as to make ff possible for the
peaple of the United States to buy the
things which they need. These great
enterprises which made billions of dol-
Tars out of the war are keeping their
prices up, although the facts show that
their profits fn 1946 were substantially
greater than their profits im 1945,

Mr. HAWEES. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I shall be very
glad to yield.

Mr. HAWKES. T should like to call
the Senator’s attention o a faef which
is so definife and cerfain that nobody
can possibly deny it or disprove ik;
namely that the profiis of the corpora-
tions of the United Staies over a number
of years have not shown more than 4
to 4% percent met over all. I shall pro-
duce some figures whieh are very au-
thoritative and which will prove what
I am saying. In other words, Ameriean
corporations have received om hazard
invesiment and ecapital only a little more
and, in some cases, less, than they could
have gotten in savings banks.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. My. President, the
Uniied States Steel Corp. for the 5 years
of the war was engaged in the hazardous
business of selling the product of the
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steel mills to the bondholders of Amer-

ica, to the taxpayers of America, to the

people of America. They were facing a

great hazard. I will say to the Senator

from New Jersey that if he will refer to

Moody on Banks and Business for their

monthly earnings, he will discover that

the United States Steel Co.'s earnings in

- 1946 were about 37 percent greater than

they were in 1945.

THOSE WHO PROFITED MOST FROM WAR WOULD
ALEO PROFIT MOST FROM INCOME-TAX CUT
What has been transpiring here? The

distinguished Senator from Ohio [Mr.

TarT] offered an amendment to perfect,

as was suggested, the amendment offered

by the Senator from California [Mr.

KExowranp]l by reducing the amount

that could be applied upon the national

debt from $3,000,000,000 as proposed by
the Senator from California, to $1,000,-

000,000. That amendment was designed

to carry out the original plan to have as

large an amount as possible applied not

o preserve the soundness of the bonds

of the United States, not to preserve the

American fiscal system, but to reduce

the tax burden upon those who are pay-

ing income taxes. That was the pur-
pose. But it was quite evident, Mr.

President, that there were a sufficient

number of Republican Senators.in this

body who, whem joined by the Demo-
cratic Senators, would see to it that the
amendment offered by the Senator from

Ohio could not possibly prevail. The

rejection of that amendment was avoided

by an agreement between the Senator
from California and the Senator from

Ohio by which the Senator from Cali-

fornia agreed to change his amendment

from $3,000,000,000 to be applied upon
the national debt to only $2,600,000,000.

In consideration of that the Senator

from Ohio abandoned his amendment to

reduce the amount to be applied upon
the national debt to only $1,000,000,000.

What happened? The Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. WHerrY1 offered his
amendment to provide that the receipts,
not the revenues, to be derived from the
sale of surplus property should also be
applied upon the national debt. That
was a sound, straightforward, clear-
thinking amendment, because this sur-
plus property already belongs to the
United States. In no sense does it con-
stitute any revenue. It is property that
belongs to the people of the United
States, in the form of surplus plants, in
the form of guns, in the form of cloth-
ing, in the form of trucks, automobhiles,
and all of the materials which were
manufactured during the war in order to
win the war, and in the building and
making of which those who will most
benefit from the reduction of income
taxes made profits beyond imagination.

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a moment?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I may say that
the earnings of the Bethlehem Steel Co.
likewise increased, not to the same ex-
tent as those of United States Steel, but
perhaps only 18 percent. I may say that
the earnings of du Pont de Nemours,
that top-flight company which owns
many of the concentrated enterprises
of America, earned 52 percent more in
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1946 than in 1945. Yet Senators upon
the other side of the aisle say “Let us
reduce the taxes of persons and corpo-
rations whose incomes have so greatly
increased."”

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a moment?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Yes; I yield.

Mr. HAWEKES. I merely desire to
finish the statement I rose to make. It
can be proved beyond all question of
doubt that all the profits the Senator
has been talking about, and others are
talking about, are in 50-cent dollars,
and they are related to real invested
dollars made by sweat and toil before
the era of inflation. If credit is to be
given to 50-cent dollars in connection
with all the labor, wage and salary de-
mands which have been made, then
credit in 50-cent dollars must be given
to the profits of corporations.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I will say to the
Senator from New Jersey that unless
we begin now to reduce the national debt
by every single penny we can gather,
the bondholders will be paying in 100-
cent dollars.

Let us be realistic about it. The debt
this country now faces is $259,000,000,000,
after a reduction of $20,000,000,000 made
during the last year by the application
by the present administration of excess
cash to the debt, That action by the
administration reduced the national
debt from $279,000,000,000 to $259,000,-
000,000. But, Mr. President, that $259,-
000,000,000—two hundred and fifty-nine
thousand million dollars—is ten times
greater than the debt which was accu-
mulated to fisht World War I.

O Mr. President, we adopted the
policy of income-tax reduction, instead of
debt reduction, during the 12 years of
Harding, Coolidge, and Hoover. Five
times the Congress passed an income tax
reduction law. Then the depression came.
In March 1933, when there was a change
of administration, the national debt of
the United States was above $22,000,-
000,000. There had been no substantial
reduction of the debt. So we found our-
selves plunged into depression with a na-
tional debt which made the fight against
depression difficult and hazardous, in-
deed. But in spite of all the spending
that was carried on during the fight
against the depression, we entered the
recent war in 1941 with a national debt
of less than §$50,000,000,000. Twenty
billion dollars has already been paid off.
Suppose only $200,000,000,000 had been
added for the purpose of fighting the war.

If $5.000,000,000 a year were applied upon

the war debt, it would take 40 years to
pay it off. What are businessmen think-
ing of if they imagine that there can be
any profit for them in reduced taxes
while we permit the national debt to stay
at the tremendous pinnacle it has
reached? The very system of free enter-
prise is at stake, Mr, President. If we
permit the greedy and the narrow-
minded and the selfish to drive us into
reducing taxes, now that the revenues of
the United States are twice as great as
they were at any time during the era of
Harding and Coolidge and Hoover, we
shall be destroying every effort to pay off
tLe national debt.
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TO CUT INCOME .TAXES EEFORE REDUCING DEBT
. IS TO COURT DISASTER

Ah, Mr. President, we have not yet
reached peace. The distinguished Pre-
siding Officer of this body knows how
narrow is the margin and how difficult
the road to achieve permanent peace
among the nations of the world. If we
do not achieve peace, and achieve it
speedily, all this talk about income-tax
reduction will be merely idle gossip,
meaning nothing., If we confront an-
other ecrisis, either an economic crisis
within our own borders or an interna-
tional crisis beyond them, while this debt
remains at $259,000,000,000, it will be im-
possible to preserve the American sys-
tem, because we cannot see revenues de-
cline again while the debt remains at
this dizzy height.

O Mr. President, the Senator from
California did a noble piece of work
when, by standing by his guns, he
brought about the support, upon the
Republican side. of his amendment to
apply $2,600,000,000 to the national debt.
But now it is proposed by the language
inserted by the Senator from Ohio, but
which will be stricken out if the amend-
ment of the Senator from Maryland is
adopted, to acquire more money to re-
duce taxes—less for the payment of the
debt and more for the reduction of taxes,
I say to you, Mr, President, and I say to
all other Members of the Senate, that if
we follow that policy, we shall be follow-
ing a policy of driving the American free
enterprise system down the hill to dis-
aster,

Mr. President, I shall do what I can
to support the amendment of the Sena-
tor from Maryland, and I suggest  the
absence of a quorum,

- The PRESIDENT pro fempore.
clerk will call the roll..

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

The

Alken Gurney Moore
Baldwin Hatch Morse

Ball Hawkes Murray
Barkley Hayden Myers
Brewster Hickenlooper = O'Conor
Bricker. Hill O'Daniel
Bridges Hoey O'Mahoney
Brooks Holland Overton
Buck Ives Revercomhb
Butler Jenner Robertson, Va.
Cain Johnson, Colo. Russell
Capehart Johnston, 8. C. Saltonstall
Capper Kem Stewart
Connally Kilgore Taft

Cooper Enowland Taylor
Cordon Lodge Thomas, Okla.
Donnell Lucas Thomas, Utah
Downey McCarran

Dworshak MeCarthy Tobey
Eastland McClellan Tydings
Ecton McGrath Umstead
Ellender McEellar Vandenberg_
Ferguson Magnuson Watkins
Flanders Malone Wherry
Fulbright n ‘White
George Maybank Wiley

Green Millkin Wilson

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the
Senator from Kansas [Mr. Reep] and
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. WiL-
11aMs] are necessarily absent, and that
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
LaNGER] is absent by leave of the Senate,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
Eighty-one Senators having answered
to their names, a quorum is present.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, 1
have been sitting here all afternoon lis-
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tening to the able Senators across the
aisle lecture us on this side in respect
to fiscal matters. I cannot understand
how any Senator on the other side of the
aisle, representing an administration
which for the past 14 years has known
so little about financial matters, which
has known so little about how to balance
the budget, which has ecreated the
greatest debt in the history of the Na-
tion, which has taxed our people the
highest sums in our history, which never
once in 14 years ever balanced the
budget, which will go down in history as
being the most expensive administra-
tion in the history of the Nation——

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President——

Mr. CAPEHART. I refuse to yield at
the moment. I do not see how Senators
can stand over there and lecture us on
this side, who have been in control for
less than 2 months, trying to make pro-
vision to reduce a $260,000,000,000 debt,
trying in some way to give the American
people a little relief from onerous and
burdensome taxes, trying to unscramble
the confusion and to curtail the waste
and extravagance of 14 years of Demo-
cratic administration. I am satisfled
that the American people, the taxpayers,
those who have paid these heavy taxes
during the last 14 years, and who will
have to pay them for the next 100 years,
are getting a great chuckle out of the
debate which is proceeding in the United
States Senate this afternoon.

We on this side ean well take care of
ourselves, and we certainly do not wani
to be lectured by those who themselves
have been so unsuccessful for 14 years in
doing what we at least are trying to do,
and bhave only about 7 weeks in which
to do if.

WATER TRANSPORTATION SERVICE
FOR ALASEA

Mr, JENNER obtained the floor.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. Presidenf——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does
the Senator from Indiana yield fo the
Senator from Washington?

Mr, JENNER. I am glad to yield.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I wish to ask that
the Senate proceed to consider an emer-
gency measure, which will take only 5
minutes.

Mr. JENNER. I refuse to yield for
that purpose, because the debate will
come out of my time.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I did not mean
that it should come out of the Senatfor’s
time.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senater from Washington may ask
unanimous consent that this emergency
matter be considered in his own time.

Mr. JENNER. Then that is all right.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the Senator from Wash-
ington is recognized for that purpose.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the unfin-
ished business be temporarily laid aside
and the Senate proceed to the considera-
tion of Senate Joint Resolution 65.

Mr. WHERRY.. Mr. President, what

is the resolution?
Mr. MA . I shall explain it.
Mr. WHERRY. Very well.
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Mr. MAGNUSON. I wish to have
House Joint Resolution 122 substituted
for the Senate joint resolution.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Washington will proceed.
The House joint resolution is not avail-
able at the moment. .

Mr. MAGNUSON. I saw it at the desk
a few moments ago. :

Mr. TAPT. 1object fo the unanimous-
consent request.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Ob-
jection is made to the unanimous-con-
sent request by the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
wish to say that this is an emergency
matter inveolving Alaskan shipping. A
similar joint resolution has been unani-
mously passed by the House of Repre-
sentatives, and unanimously reported by
the Senate Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce. It involves the ex-
tension of the authority of the Maritime
Commission to act on Alaskan shipping
on the expiration of its powers, which
will expire tomorrow.

The House is waiting for the Senate
to act. This is a matter that was acted
on unanimously by the Senate commit-
tee and is very important. Unless
prompt action is taken on the joint res-
olution, Alaskan shipping will close down
on Monday, which, of course, would
cause great hardship.

Mr. TAFT. The House joint resolu-
tion is not on the desk, and we cannot
take action until it is.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I wanted to make
the explanation so that when I rise again
there will be no objection.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
House joint resolution is now available,
and the clerk will state it by title for
the benefit of the Senate.

The CHier CLERE. A joint resolution
(H. J. Res. 122) to authorize the United
States Maritime Commission to make
provision for certain ocean transporta-
tion service to and from Alaska until
July I, 1948, and for other purposes.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
ask tmanimous consent that the House
joint resolution be substituted for the
Senate joint resolution and be imme-
diately considered.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
first question is whether the Senate will
give unanimous consent temporarily to
lay aside the unfinished business for the
consideration of the measure to which
the Senator from Washington refers.
Is there objection? The Chair hears
none.

The Senator from Washington now
asks that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of House Joint Resolution 122,
which, the Chair is advised, has been
reported today by the Senate Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I ask unanimous
consent for the immediate consideration
of the House joint resolution.

Mr. TAFT, Isthe House joinf resolu-
tion the same as the Senafe joint resolu-
tion?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Exactly the same.

Mr. TAFT. And the Senate joint
resolution has been unanimously ap-
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proved by the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce of the Senate?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes.

Mr. TAFT. I have no objection.

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, the joint
resolution reported by the Senate Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce of the Senate is identical with the
measure as it passed the House save in
two particulars. Two amendments were
offered in the commitiee, which were
agreeable to the proponents of the joint
resolution. They were persuasive with
the other members of the committee;
they had the approval of the Maritime
Ceommission, and I think I am justified
in saying they had the approval of the
shipping inferests of the country which
are concerned with the situation in the
North Pacific.

The joint resolution authorizes the
Martime Commission to keep in operation
various vessels in the Alaskan frade. I
express the hope that there may be fa-
vorable consideration of the joint resolu-
tion at this time.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection to the consideration of
the joint resclution?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the joint resolu-
tion, which had been reported from the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce with amendments.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will state the amendments.

The amendments of the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce
were stated, as follows, on page 1, line
8, after the word *“arrangements” to
strike out “with American citizen opera-
tors deemed by the Commission” and
insert “with American citizens operating
American flag-line vessels deemed by the
Commission,” and on page 2, line 20,
after the words “by the” to strike ouf
“Commission for the use of the privately
owned vessels, and” and insert “Com-
mission for the use of the existing pri-
vately owned vessels, and in the case
of vessels acquired subsequent to the
enactment of this act an amount equiva-
lent to 15 per centum per annum of the
purchase price of said vessel plus capital-
ized betterments, and”.

The amendments were agreed to.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment of the
amendments and the third reading of
the joint resolution.

The amendments were ordered fo be
engrossed and the joint resclution to
be read a third time.

The joint resolution was read the third
time and passed.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. T) establishing the ceiling for ex-
penditures for the fiscal year 1948 and
for appropriations for the fiscal year
1948 to be expended in said fiscal year.

Mz, JENNER. Mr. President, I know
that a freshman Senator is not supposed
to think, much less talk, on the floor of
this body, but I want to serve notice now
on my distinguished colleagues on both
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sides of the aisle that as a freshman
Senator I am disgusted.

In the first place, it seems to me that
there are many candidates for President
on both sides of the aisle. I have heard
from Senators across the aisle argu-
ments for the reduction of the national
debt in order to save our great Nation.
To me, as a freshman Senator, that is
refreshing, because I thought all the New
Dealers had been so indoctrinated that
they did not need to worry about a debt;
the suggestion was the people merely
owed it to themselves. So why should we
be discussing here at all the reduction of
the $259,000,000,000 debt, when we have
been taught for the past 14 years that
debt did not mean anything?

I am sorry that I even voted for the
Knowland amendment; if I had an
opportunity to change my vote I would
do so now, because, as I see it, the atti-
tude of the Senate, and particularly of
the Senators on the other side is to pre-
vent any debt reduction, and, further-
more, to prevent any tax reduction.

I deplore the differences which seem to
be growing amongst the Senators on the
other side. Their great President, whom,
in spite of us, they are afraid they are
going to elect for four more years, wanted
to reduce the debt only $202,000,000, and
yet the Senators ery their eyes out about
a billion-dollar reduction proposed in
the amendment of the Senator from
Ohio. That is almost five times as much
as President Truman wanted to reduce
the debt.

I say in all sincerity, this is much
ado about nothing. If we are going fo
reduce the debt and taxes, there is only
one way to do it, and that is not to
debate and discuss resolutions that show
the attitude of Congress. The way to
do it is by reducing the expenditures,
and the way to do that is by efficiency
in government. But the selfish attitude
taken here indicates to me that it is
going to take a tremendous effort to re-
duce either debt or taxes; and I say
in all sincerity that to me tax reduction
seems just as important as debt reduc-
tion. The tax structure imposed upon
the Nation today is so burdensome that
the free-enterprise system of America
cannot continue if there should be the
least bit of shaking of the national
economy. I am afraid there are some on
this floor who would not mind seeing
the financial structure crumble.

I think the Nation's debt should be
divided into its two proper categories.
There is a debt that came about as a
result of the war, and then there is
another part of the debt which came
about through New Deal boondoggling.
I should like to see whatever funds are
applied to the reduction of the debt ap-
plied in such fashion that the American
people would know what they were pay-
ing, whether they were paying for a
great war emergency, or whether they
were paying for New Deal boondoggling.

We heard the slogan “Don’t worry
about the debt—you simply owe it to
yourselves!”

Senators on the other side eulogized
the Senator from California for his
statesmanship in taking this great and

noble stand. At least, if nothing has

happened here by reason of these windy
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resolutions—that is all they are—we
lLiave converted those on the other side

from the viewpoint of the New Deal to

a concern about debt.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I am
happy that we have so many converts, as
has been pointed, out, to the philosophy
of debt reduction. I am surprised that
there should be any question regarding
tax reduction, as I had understood that
that was at least of some consequence.

In recent weeks, from both columnists
and various sides, in Congress and out-
side, we have heard a good deal about
the sugges.ion of a 20-percent tax reduc-
tion as being impossible in the extreme,
and as something that only demagogs
of the first water would dare even to
suggest, particularly in a period preced-
ing an election campaign.

Consequently I was interested to find
in the records that there is distinguished
sponsorship for the idea that not only
can we reduce taxes by 20 percent, but
that we can and should reduce taxes by
50 percent; and that particular policy
was advocated on the eve of an election
by none other than the Senator from
Kentucky [Mr, Bargrey] at that time
the distinguished majority leader of this
Chamber. I take the liberty to quote
from the New York World Telegram of
Friday, June 30, 1944, which, as I recall,
it was an election year, the Senator was
speaking in what I am sure was not an
entirely nonpolitical forum, since it was
before the Annual Independence Day
Dinner of the Society of fammany, in the
National Democratic Club, New York.

I find this statement:

TAXES TO BE HALVED, BARKLEY ASSERTS

ALBEN W. BARKLEY, Democrat, of Kentucky,
Senate majority leader and potentia]l Dem-
ocratic candidate for Vice President——

Mr. BARKLEY. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. BREWSTER. I am very happy to
yield to the Senator.

Mr. BARKLEY. I am afraid that my
potential candidacy was no more poten-
tial than that of the Senator from Maine.

Mr. BREWSTER. I am happy that
the Senator from Kentucky refers to it,
as, five times, distinguished Members on
that side, beginning with the Senator
from Arizona and ending with the Sena-
tor from Kentucky, have thought it
proper or prudent to bring up that very
matter.

Whether they think it has any rele-
vance to existing facts, I think it would
be well for at least some of the Senators
to bear in mind their own potential can-
didacies of other years and perhaps ex-
hibit that tenderness for political sensi-
bility which would be justified by their
own experience, when we were reliably
informed that certain gentlemen were
even going to retire from the Democratic
Convention because of unforeseen de-
velopments that created dissension of a
rather serious character. I am quite
willing to drop the matter of potential
candidacies of any sort, but I myself do
not propose to be a target further for sug-
gestions from that side of the Chamber,
which are only aspersions upon the mo-
tives of Members of this Chamber,
strictly forbidden by the rules.

I am simply reading the record.
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Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. BREWSTER. If the Senator will
wait a moment, I should like to finish
this quotation. I shall then be happy to
yield to him.

ALBEN W. Barxrey, Democrat, of Een-
tucky, Senate majority leader and potential
Democratic candidate for Vice President, de-
clared last night that taxes will be reduced
after the war by “at least 50 percent.”

I shall be happy to have the Senator
from Kentucky tell the Senate and the
country when that pledge, made on the
eve of the 1944 Democratic Convention, is
going to be redeemed, and what he con-
siders to be “after the war,” and how the
50-percent reduction in taxes is going to
be achieved.

Mr. BARKLEY. Will the Senator
from Maine yield?

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. I merely rose to sug-
gest to the Senator that when I referred
to his potential candidacy, which has .
been a matter of some comment in the
public press and otherwise, I meant to
cast no aspersions upon him. I did it
merely because he had referred to what
he called my potential candidacy of the
past, which he did not regard as an as-
persion nor as an impugnment of any
motive.

I rose also to say that so far as I am
concerned I intended to compliment the
Senator from Maine, because I am
strongly for him for the Republican
nomination for Vice President. [Laugh-
ter.]

Mr. BREWSTER. 1 appreciate very.
much the sponsorship of the Senator
from Eentucky. I.suspect perhaps he
thinks it may be the kiss of death.
[Laughter.] That is not improper. I
did not drag this subject in by the heels.
It was only incidental to the report con-
tained in the newspapers—in the New
York World Telegram of that time. But
I call the attention of the Senator from
Kentucky to the fact that it was only
four days ago that, when I was advocat-
ing - certain measures on this floor in
the debate, he dragged this particular
suggestion in by the heels. It was pecu-
liarly ungrateful—I blush when I say it—
on the part of the Senator from Ken-
tucky, because it was in 1944 that, as
the Senator well knows, I gave my most
enthusiastic support at a distinguished
gathering to the nomination of the Sen-
ator from Kentucky for the Presidency,
and now to suggest that I should retire
to the Vice Presidency seems to be
ingratitude in the highest degree.
[Laughter.]

Mr. BARKLEY. That particular en-
dorsement turned out to be the real kiss
of death because I was not nominated.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
Typines] striking out certain words from
the amendment submitted by the Sen-
ator from Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY].

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, I
think that in the debat: this afternoon
it is easily possible for us to overlook in-
advertently the real effect of the motion
made by the distinguished Senator from
Maryland. I desire to address myself
very briefly to his motion, as I under-
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stand it, and to speak in opposition to
it. I precede my remarks concerning
the motion by a statement of recognition
of the high ability and high integrity
and high motives of my distinguished
colleague from Maryland.

The motion, as I understand it, of the
Senator from Maryland relates fo cer-
tain language which was submitted by
the distinguished Senator from Ohio [Mr.
Tarr] as an amendment to the so-called
Wherry proposal. It will be recalled
that as a result of the action taken by
the Senate this afternoon the so-called
Knowland amendment was adopted in
the following language:

It is the further judgment of the Con-
gress that sound fiscal policy requires that
not less than $2,600,000,000 of the excess of
revenues over expenditures be applied toward
reduction of the public debt during said
fiscal year.

Mr. President, it will be observed that
the effect of the amendment which was
adopted is to agree upon the figure
$2,600,000,000, or rather not less than
that amount, to be applied toward the
reduction of the public debt. There was
then submitted by the Senator from Ne-
braska his amendment, which reads:

It is further declared to be the judgment
of the Congress that all proceeds from the
transfer of disposition of property under the
Surplus Property Act of 1944, as amended,
which are covered into the Treasury as mis-
cellaneous receipts, should be applied toward
reduction of the public debt.

Mr. President, it will be observed that
the Senator from Ohio proceeded upon
the theory and with the proper solicitude
that the language offered by the Senator
from Nebraska might and probably would
increase by $1,000,000,000 the amount of
debt retirement for which the Senate is
this afternoon at least morally obligating
itself. And thereupon the Senator from
Ohio added, by his amendment, the lan-
guage:

But any such reduction in the fiscal year
1948 may be counted as part of the $2,600,-
000,000 referred to in the preceding sentence.

It is this language offered by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Ohio to which
the motion addressed by the eminent
Senator from Maryland is directed.

Mr. President, it seems to me that a
change of $1,000,000,000 by way of an
increase in the amount fixed by action
taken by the Senate earlier this afternoon
upon the Enowland proposal is worthy of
the most careful and thoughtful consid-
eration. To my mind it is unwise to at-
tempt by the action proposed in the
Wherry amendment to increase by
$1,000,000,000 the amount of retirement
of obligations of debt to which the Senate
would thereby obligate itself. So, Mr.
President, it appears to me that the ac-
tion suggested by the Senator fror. Ohio
is sound and proper.

The motion made by the Senator from
Maryland proceeds, as I understand it, at
least in part, from his remarks, upon the
thought that the Taft amendment in
some way signifies a retreat by the Re-
publican Party from the four and one-
half billion dollars of savings below the
President’s budget, down to a smaller fig-
ure. I think the motion of the distin=-
guished Senator from Maryland and my
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friend proceeds upon a misunderstand-
ing or a misapprehension of the Taft
amendment. The Taft amendment does
not, as I read it—and I say so most re-
spectfully—in any way amount to a
retreat of one single dollar or any num-
ber of dollars below the savings contem-
plated to be affected by a reduction of
four and one-half billion dollars in the
President's budget.

In the first place, Mr. President, the
four and one-half billion dollars of sav-
ings to which the Senate has already
agreed in the action taken a day or so
ago does not at all come from the portion
of the action which is referred to by the
Senator from Maryland or by the Sena-
tor from Nebraska or by the Senator
from Ohio. The savings of four and one-
half billion dollars below the President’s
budget comes from the earlier action in
amending Senate Concurrent Resolution
7, which, as amended, reads as follows:

That it 1s the judgment of the Congress,
based upon presently available information,
that revenues during the period of the fiseal
year 1948 will approximate $89,100,000,000
and that expenditures during such fiscal year
should not exceed £33,000,000,000, of which
latter amount not more than $25,100,000,000
would be in consequence of appropriations
hereafter made available for obligation in
such fiscal year.

Mr. President, the saving of $4.500,-
000,000 results by reason of the fact that
the Presidential budget was $37,500,000,-
000 for expenditures, whereas the pro-
vision of Senate Concurrent Resolution
7, which I have just read, sets up the
figure $33,000,000,000 of expenditures, a
difference of $4,500,000,000. This por-
tion of the resolution, the main portion
of it so far as the extent of the language
is concerned, and the first part of the
resolution, as it is, is not the part at all
to which either the Senator from Ne-
braska, the Senator from Ohio, or the
S;rnator from Maryland addresses him-
8 -

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. DONNELL. With the consent of
the Senator, I should like to complete
this thought very briefly, and then I'shall
be glad to yield to the Senator for any
questions I may be able to answer.

Mr. TYDINGS. Very well,

Mr. DONNELL. It seems tome, there-
fore, that the effect of carrying out what
the Sen: tor from Ohio proposes does not
directly or indirectly have anything to
do with the saving of $4,500,000,000. The
reduction from thirty-seven and one-half
billion in the President’s budget to $33,-
000,000,000 in the Millikin amendment,
as it was adopted, and therefore now in
Senate Concurrent Resolution 7, still re-
mains in effect; and nothing in neither
the Wherry amendment, the Taft amend-
ment, or the Tydings amendment would
have the remotest connection with that
saving of $4,500,000,000.

What is the effect of the motion made
by the distinguished Senator from
Maryland? If seems to me that clearly
the effect of the motion, if it were to
prevail, would be to strike out the Taft
amendment and thereby to increase the
amount of the reduction of debt upon
which we have agreed this afternoon—
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$2,600,000,000—to an indeterminate fig-
ure which would be $2,600,000,000 plus—
as the Wherry amendment provides—
the proceeds from the sale of surplus
property.

It is my understanding that the pro-
ceeds from the sale of surplus property
are somewhere in the neighborhood of
$1,000,000,000. Therefore, regardless of
the excellent intention of the Senator
from Maryland, the effect of the amend-
ment which he now proposes would be
to set aside the earlier action taken by
the Senate this afternoon in favor of a
reduction in the debt of $2,600,000,000,
and substitute therefor, in all prob-
ability, a reduction for the year 1948 of
$3,600,000,000.

What is the effect of the Taft amend-
ment? As I understand—and if I am
incorrect, I am sure I shall be corrected—
the effect of the Taft amendment is to
leave the amount of debt to be retired in
1948 at $2,600,000,000, except that if the
proceeds from the sale of surplus prop-
erty exceed $2,600,000,000, the amount of
such proceeds from the sale of surplus
property will be the amount of debt re-
tired in 1948.

So, Mr. President, the Tydings motion
proceeds upon what I deem to be the
incorrect assumption that we are in some
way reversing our motion up the hill,
as he so dramatically and beautifully de-
scribed this afternoon, and results in our
coming down the hill. By reason of the
fact that he is mistaken in that assump-
tion, it seems to me that there is no rea-
son for apprehension on the part of the
Senate if we adopt the Taft amendment
and reject the Tydings motion.

In the second place—and I close with.
this observation—its seems to me that it
would be a decided mistake to adopt the
Tydings amendment, because its effect
would be, to say the least, to throw doubt
upon whether the amount of debt to be
retired is to be $2,600,000,000 or $2,600,-
000,000 plus approximately $1,000,000,-
000 of proceeds from the sale of surplus
property. It seems to me that the doubt
to which I have referred amounts, in fact,
from the construction of the language,
to a practical certainty that if the Tyd-
ings amendment were to be adopted the
amount of debt reduction to which the
Senate would have committed itseif
would be approximately $3,600,000,000,
instead of $2,600,000,000, which was
agreed upon only a few hours ago.

So I earnestly urge, notwithstanding
the various branches into which the
argument has digressed this afternoon—
some of them of a more or less personal
nature—that the Senate should not
adopt the amendment proposed by the
Senator from Maryland, but should see
to it that by the adoption of the lan-
guage of the amendment of the Senator
from Nebraska, plus the modification
suggested by the Senator from Ohio, we
shall follow what we decided earlier this
afternoon; namely, the figure of $2,600,-
000,000, with the exception that if the
proceeds from the sale of surplus prop-
erty exceed $2,600,000,000, the amount of
such proceeds from the sale of surplus
property will be the amount of debt re-
tired in 1948.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?
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Mr. DONNELL. I promised to yield to
the Senator from Maryland.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, has the
Senator any further time? I should like
to take the floor in my own right, so that
I may answer the Senator and clear up
any misunderstanding which may eXist.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Missouri has 6 minutes
remaining,

Mr. TYDINGS. If the Senator will
yield, I should like to ask him a question.

Mr. DONNELL, I am glad to yield.

Mr, TYDINGS. Isit the Senator’s po-
sition that the $4,500,000,000 under dis-
cussion is to be gleaned from a cut in the
expenses of the Government?

Mr. DONNELL. Itake it that that will
necessarily follow to a large extent, and
perhaps entirely. But let me say that the
$4,500,000,000 saving is the difference be-
tween the President’s budget of thirty-
seven and one-half billion and the $33,-
000,000,000 budget which the Senate
agreed upon a few days ago.

Mr. TYDINGS. In other words, the
Senator says that the expenses of the
Government are to be cut by $4,500,-
000,000.

Mr. DONNELL. I should say that the
expenditures, as stated in Senate Con-
current Resolution 7, will be $33,000,000,-
000 instead of $37,500,000,000, as set forth
in the President’s budget.

Mr. TYDINGS. We may be in agree-
ment. What I wish to do first is to get
a definition of what we are discussing.
Let me ask the Senator if it is his un-
derstanding that, in addition to the
$4,500,000,000 saving resulting from a cut
in expenditures, another possible $1,000,-
. 000,000 is to come from the sale of war
surplus property?

Mr. DONNELL. Let me state it in this
way: My understanding of the resolution
is that the judgment of Congress is
that the revenues will approximate
$39,100,000,000. I understand that the
$39,100,000,000 includes approximately
$1,000,000,000 of proceeds from the sale
of surplus property. Then I understand
that the saving which is to be effected
- between the President’s figures and the
Senate figures arises by reason of the fact
that in his budget the President provided
for expenditures of $37,500,000,000,
whereas the Senate provided for ex-
penditures of $33,000,000,000.

Mr. TYDINGS. Let me put it to the
Senator in this fashion: Is the $1,000,-
000,000 of tentative receipts arising from
the sale of war surplus property included

in the $4,500,000,000 of savings?

Mr. DONNELL. I should say that
that——

Mr. TYDINGS. Will the Senator

please answer “Yes” or “No”?

Mr. DONNELL. I shall endeavor to
answer the question. The $1,000,000,000
representing proceeds from the sale of
surplus property is a part of the receipts
or revenues; and the savings arise from
the difference between expenditures and
receipts. The $1,000,000,000 is not in-
cluded in the expenditures. Expendi-
tures are outlays. The $1,000,000,000 of
proceeds from the sale of surplus prop-
erty to which I refer is included in the
receipts embraced in the $39,100,000,000.

Mr. TYDINGS. I have a very high re-
gard for the Senator from Missouri, and
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I assure him that I am trying to under-
stand his point of view as accurately as
Ican. Let me say to him that I am still
confused. Perhaps he could clear up my
confusion if he would tell me whether or
not, in the $4,500,000,000 of contemplated
savings set forth in the original resolu-
tion, as adopted, there is included $1,000,-
000,000 arising from the sale of surplus
property, or whether it is not included?

Mr. DONNELL. I should say that
the $1,000,000,000 from the sale of
surplus property is included in the
$39,100,000,000.

Mr. TYDINGS. That does not an-
swer my question.

Mr. DONNELL. Oh, yes; it answers
the question. No one can say that the
saving comes from this fund or the other
fund, unless the funds are earmarked for
that purpose. The distinguished Sena-
tor need not assure me of his regard for
me, because it is thoroughly recipro-
cated, and I am sure of his sincerity in
proceeding here this afterncon. The an-
swer to his question is that the saving of
$4,500,000,000 is of course embraced
within the thirty-nine and one-tenth bil-
lion, which includes approximately
$1,000,000,000 of surplus-property pro-
ceeds.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will
the Senator further yield.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
time of the Senator from Missouri has
expired.

Mr. TYDINGS. I wish to take time on
the concurrent resolution.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Maryland is recognized for
20 minutes on the concurrent resolution.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr, President, in view
of the levity indulged in a while ago, I
wish to say with complete sincerity that
there is no new Member of the Senate
for whom I have a higher regard than I
have for the Senator from Missouri,
whose work I have watched for some
time. I know that he is an able, sincere,
and conscientious Senator and citizen.
But I am confused, because if one of his
premises in the argument which he just
made is right, then his conclusion is
wrong; or, to put it differently, if his
premise is wrong, then his conclusion is
also wrong.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, I take
it that the Senator thinks my conclu-
sion is wrong in either event.

Mr. TYDINGS. No. It might be
right if the Senator would define whether
or not the $1,000,000,000 of savings re-
sulting from the sale of war assets is in-
cluded in or is eXcluded from the $4,500,-
000,000 set forth in the resolution. Sure-
ly he knows what he thinks about it.
Will he tell me what he thinks about it?

Mr. DONNELL. Mr, President, it is
impossible to segregate the four and
one-half billion dollars into its compo-
nent parts and say that so much of it
comes from liquor taxes, so much from
income taxes, so much from surplus-
property proceeds. I repeat—and I
think it is a correct answer—that the
four and one-half billion dollars of sav-
ings results from the fact that instead
of expending thirty-seven and one-half
billion dollars of the $39,100,000,000 of
revenues and receipts, under the plan
agreed upon by the Senate we are to ex-
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pend $4,500,000,000 less than $37,500,-
000,000, namely $33,000,000,000.

Mr. TYDINGS. Doesthe Senator con-
sider that the sale of war surplus prop-
erty to the extent of $1,000,000,000 con-
stitutes a cut in the expenditures of the
Government?

Mr. DONNELL. Iwould say, of course,
Mr. President, that the sale of surplus
property does not constitute a cut in
expenditures, because the sale of the
property results in an increase in the
receipts.

Mr. TYDINGS. At least we have got
hold of one end of the broomstick,
namely, that if the $1,000,000,000 is in-
cluded in the $4,500,000,000, then the sav-
ings is only three and one-quarter billion
dollars.

Mr. DONNELL. I do not want to tres-
pass upon the Senator’s time, but I have
not said at all that the $1,000,000,000
from the sale of surplus property is in-
cluded in the four and one-half billion
dollars. It is included in the $39,000,-
000,000; and the difference between the
amounts to be received constitutes the
four-and-one-half billion dollars.

Mr, TYDINGS. Now I have the com-
plete answer of my good friend from Mis-
souri. He does not claim that the $1,000,-
000,000 arising from the sale of war sur-
plus property is within, and he does not
claim it is without, the four and one-
half billion dollars of proposed savings.
As a matter of fact, from his remarks—
and I say this with no desire to reflect on
him—he has told me in so many words
that he really does not know.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, I beg
the Senator’s pardon. The surplus-
property proceeds have no relation to the
four and one-half billion dollars of sav-
ings. The $1,000,000,000 of proceeds
from sale of surplus property goes into
the receipts of $39,100,000,000. Under
the plan proposed by the President, we
were to expend $37,500,000,000. The
$39,100,000,000, of course, includes the
proceeds from the sale of surplus prop-
erty. The Senate has decided that in-
stead of spending $37,500,000,000 we are
to expend only $33,000,000,000; and the
savings will result by reason of that de-
cision.

Let me say, if it will in any sense an-
swer the Senator, that of course the more
receipts that come in the greater the
savings, and that the savings can be
made greater and are greater by reason
of the fact that the surplus-property re-
ceipts are contained therein. But the
savings themselves consist merely of the
?Lﬂerence between receipts and expendi-

ures.

Mr. TYDINGS. I think the Senator,
at the last try, has pretty well answered
my question. At least he has given me
the information which I wanted, but
which perhaps I did not ask for in such
fashion as to elicit it before, namely, that
by a reduction in expenditures from
$37,500,000,000 to $33,000,000,000 it is
contemplated that there will be a saving
of $4,500,000,000; and in addition, if there
shall be receipts from the sale of war
property such as are contemplated there
will be a saving of $4,500,000,000; and
in addition there will be receipts from
the sale of war property which it is esti-
mated will amount to approximately
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$1,000,000,000. Therefore the Senator
now proposes, as I understand the argu-
ment he makes, to reduce to the extent of
$2,600,000,000 the amount that would
have been applied to the payment of the
war debt from the savings of $4,500,000,-
000. He proposes to reduce that by an-
other billion dollars by taking out of the
war surplus fund a billion dollars to be
applied to payment on the national debt;
so the net effect is that the amendment
offered by the Senator from California
contemplates that of the $4,500,000,000
of savings resulting from cutting the ex-
penditures of the Government, $2,600,-
000,000 shall be applied to the national
debt. By the adoption of the Taft
amendment, if $4,500,000,000 is cut from
the expenses of the Government, only
$1,600,000,000 shall be applied to the pay-
ment of the national debt and $3,000,-
000,000, twice as much, shall be applied
perhaps to tax reduection.

In order to perform on the trapeze
and still pay something on the debt and
make it appear that there is to be a
$2,600,000,000 payment on the debt, by
taking the money we already have out
of one pocket and transferring it to an-
other we keep up the illusion of paying
$2,600,000,000 on the debt, when, as a
matter of fact, what the resolution pro-
poses to do is to pay only $1,600,000,000
on the debt. If the House should cut
expenses by $6,000,000,000 we shall have
in that category $4,400,000,000 for tax
reduction and $1,600,000,000 for debt
payment. That is the theory of the Taft
amendment.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, TYDINGS. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. Is the Senator really seri-
ous? Is he unable to understand the
difference between an asset and a lia-
bility?

Mr, TYDINGS. I hope I can under-
stand the difference.

Mr. TAFT. Or is the Senator delib-
erately trying to confuse the Senate?

Mr. TYDINGS. No; I am not. I
never was more serious.

Mr., TAFT. The Senator's statement
is so absolutely impossible of compre-
hension that I cannot understand it at
all.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, how
much time have I left?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
Senator has 8 minutes remaining.

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield to the Sena-
tor, but I ask him not to make too long
an argument in my time, because obvi-
ously I want an opportunity to answer
him

The

Mr. TAFT. The $4,500,000,000 comes
out of various items—legislative, judi-
cial, and executive. It comes out of the
expenditures which the President intends
to make. It has no relation whatever to
surplus property.

Mr. TYDINGS. Iagree withthe Sena-
tor.

Mr. TAFT. If the Senator from Mary-

land agrees with that, then in no way is -

the figure $4,500,000,000 reduced to
$3,000,000,000.

Mr. TYDINGS. There is no figure of
$3,000,000,000 here; it is $2,600,000,000,
if I understand correctly.
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Mr. TAFT. The Senator’'s whole argu-
ment was that the amendment reduced
the proposed budget cut from $4,500,-
000,000 to $2,600,000,000. Now I take it
that the Senator recedes from that posi-
tion.

Mr. TYDINGS. No; I do not; and I
ask the Senator this question: If his con-
tention is correct, and if this amendment
does not take money from the receipts
and use it for debt reduction, then why
does he offer his amendment? Why does
not he let the amendment of the Senator
from California and the amendment of
the Senator from Nebraska stand, with-
out saying that such receipts shall be
applied to debt reduction, if his conten-
tion is as he has stated?

Mr. TAFT. The effect of the amend-
ment is perfectly clear. It is that from
the total receipts of $39,000,000,000, we
shall apply $2,600,000,000 to reduction of
the debt. That is what the Senate de-
cided earlier this afternoon.

If the Senate now strikes out these
words and requires the application of
these particular receipts to the debt, in
addition to the $2,600,000,000, that will
call for the application of $3,600,000,000
to the debt, which is not what the Senate
wishes to do at this moment or what it
wished to do earlier this afternoon.

The only effect of the Wherry amend-
ment is to leave the $2,600,000,000 exactly
where it is. If the sale of surplus prop-
erty exceeds $2,600,000,000, and is $3,-
000,000,000 or $4,000,000,000, then $3,-
000,000,000 or $4,000,000,000 will have to
be applied to the debt.

Mr. TYDINGS. I understand the
Senator's position.

Mr. President, if I may have the atten-
tion of the Senator from California and
the Senator from Nebraska, let me take
the time remaining to me to ascertain
whether what we started out to do will
really be done. In the joint meeting
of the two committees, the Senator from
California offered a proposal that $3,-
000,000,000 of any savings must be applied
on the debt. Isupported him in the joint
committee, and I also supported him on
the floor of the Senate. In the Senate
his amendment, after some modification,
was finally adopted, carrying the figure
$2.600,000,000.

Then the Senator from Nebraska rose
and offered his amendment, namely, that
the receipts arising from any sale of war
surplus property in 1948 should likewise
be applied on the national debt. It was
the supposition, I believe, of the Senator
from Nebraska—and as a result of his
colloquy with the Senator from Ohio it
was certainly the supposition of those on
this side of the aisle—that in addition to
the $2,600,000,000 of savings effected by
the Congress which would come under
this resolution, all receipts from the sale
of war surplus property were likewise to
be applied to the national debt. Then
there was a collogquy between the emi-
nent Senator from Nebraska and the able
Senator from Ohio on that point, show-
ing that there was a misunderstanding;
and then I did not know whether the
Senator from Nebraska had gone over to
the point of view of the Senator from
Ohio or not.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me?
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Mr. TYDINGS. First I yield to the
Senator from California who rose first;
and then I shall yield to the Senator from
Nebraska.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
simply say to my able colleague, the sen-
jor Senator from Maryland, that if he will
recall what took place in our joint legis-
lative committee hearings, he will re-
member that section 6 of the committee
report, appearing on page 9, which we
had before us on that particular day,
contains language reading as follows,
which was presented to us by the sub-
committee:

The committee recommends that a portion
of the excess receipts over expenditures be
applied on the public debt.

At that time in the committee I offered
an amendment to change that language
so0 as to read:

The committee recommends that not less
than $3,000,000,000 of the estimated excess re-
ceipts over expenditures be applied to the
public debt.

So the provision, as thus stated, called
for the application to the public debt of
$3,000,000,000 of the excess of receipts
over expenditures.

As I understand, the estimated receipts
from the sale of surplus property appear
in the list of receipts into the Treasury,
under the heading “Miscellaneous re-
ceipts.” So Ido not see that the amend-
ment of the Senstor from Nebraska
changes the legislative intent as ex-
pressed here today, because in no event
will less than $2,600,000,000 of the excess
be applied on the debt.

The only possible change which the
amendment of the Senator {from
Nebraska, as modified by the amendment
of the Senator from Ohio, can have is
that if $3,000,000,000 worth of surplus
property is sold in 1 year or if $4,000,000,-
000 of surplus property is sold in 1 year,
the payments on the Federal public debt
will be either $3,000,000,000 or $4,000,-
000,000 rather than $2,600,000,000.

For that reason, I am delighted to ac-
cept the amendment of the Senator from
Nebraska.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, per-
haps I can develop the difference that
has arisen by asking the Senator a
question; and I ask him to give a short
answer to it, rather than a long one.
My question is as follows: In the event
the sale of surplus property amounts to
$2,600,000,000, how much of the $4.500,-
000,000 saved by cutting expenses will
then be applied to the payment of the
national debt?

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President——

Mr. TYDINGS. I ask the Senator
from Nebraska to wait a moment, please.

Mr. WHERRY. Does the Senator ask
me the question?

Mr. TYDINGS. No; I ask it of the
Senator from California.

Mr. WHERRY. Oh; I beg the Sena-
tor's pardon.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I would say to the
Senator——

Mr. TYDINGS. I ask the Senator
from California to give me a brief answer
to that question.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Just a moment, Mr.
President. If the Senator from Mary-
land is going to ask me a question, I do
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not wish to be asked to reply to a ques-
tion similar to the one, “Have you
stopped beating your wife? Answer
‘Yes' or ‘No."”

Mr. TYDINGS. There is no “have you
stopped beating your wife?” to this
question. I repeat my question: If the
sale of war-surplus property brings into
the Treasury $2,600,000,000, and if the
budget cuts amount to $4,500,000,000,
how much of the $4,500,000,000 will then
be applied t¢ making payments on the
national debt?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I say to the Sena-
tor from Maryland that in that event
the situation will not be changed one
jota from what it would have been if
the Senator from Nebraska had never
offered his amendment, because if $2,-
600,000,000 comcs into tre Treasury, in-
stead of the $1,000,000,000 estimated, the
receipts into the Treasury will merely
be that much greater. So that will not
change the situation or make one iota
of difference in regard to the $4,500,000,-
000 of savings.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, the
Senator from California has answered
my question, The answer could have
been given in one sentence, thus: In that
event all the $4,500,000,000 will be avail-
able for tax reduction; and none of it;
under this resolution, will be used to
make payments on the national debt.

The original proposition of the Sena-
tor from California in the joint commit-
tee—and I now use his own words—was
as Tollows:

Mr. Chairman, I propose that $3,000,000,-
000 of any savings be applied to the liquida-
tion of the national debt.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
do not like to dispute what has been said
by my friend the Senator from Maryland,
but I must say that I now hold in my
hand the very paper which was presented
to us on that day, on which I myself
wrote the language of the amendment
which I then proposed, and which I have
since proposed in the Senate of the
United States. If reads as follows:

The committee recommends that not less
than £3,000,000,000 of the estimated excess
receipts over expenditures be applied to the
public debt.

Mr. TYDINGS. I did not read the
Senator’s resolution, but I remember the
words he used. Probably he used the
words inadvertently. He will recall that
I met him on the way out, and I told him
I felt that if we could save $3,000,000,000
I should support his proposition.

The net result, after this long debate,
is that at least we have this figure—
namely, that if the sale of war surplus
property brings into the Treasury
$2.600,000,000, and if there is a $4,500,-
000,000 cut in expenses, there will not be
any payment on the national debt larger
than $2,600,000,000, and all the rest of
the $4,500,000,000 will be available for any
other purpose for which the Congress
may wish to use it. 'That is what I have
been trying to develop for the last 15
minutes.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Maryland yield?

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield.

Mr. ENOWLAND. The point is that
under the amendment which the Senate
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adopted today by unanimous consent, it
is provided that “not less than $2,600,-
000,000,” and so forth. The Senate and
the Congress still have in their hands the
power to say how much, if any, tax re-
duction will be given, and we have
within our control power to make a tax
reduction, let us say for the sake of
argument, of $1,000,000,000.

The PRESIDENT .pro tempore, The
time of the Senator from Maryland has
expired.

Mr. ENOWLAND. The difference
could be applied to the debt. .

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
Typings] amending the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. WHERRY]. -

+ Mr. TYDINGS. Isuggest the absence
of a quorum. - -

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

Aiken Hatch Morse
Baldwin Hawkes Murray
Ball Hayden Myers
Barkley * Hickenlooper OQ'Conor
Brewster Hill O'Daniel
Bricker Hoey O'Mahoney
Bridges HoHand Overton
Brooks Ives Revercomh
_ Butler Jenner Robertson, Va
Cain Johnson, Colo. Russell
Capehart Johuston, 8. C. Saltonstall
Capper Eem Stewart
Connally Kllgore Taft
Cooper Knowland Taylor
Cordon Lodge Thomas, Utah
Donnell Lucas Thye
Dworshak McCarran Tobey
Eastland McCarthy . Tydings
Ecton McClellan Umstead
Ellender MeGrath Vandenberg
Ferguson McEellar Watkins
Flanders Magnuson Wherry
Fulbright Martin White
George Maybank Wiley
Green Millikin Wilson
Gurney Moore

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sev-
enty-seven Senators have answered to
their names. A quorum is present.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. Typines] to strike cer-
tain words from the amendment offered
by the Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
WaERRY], which will be stated.

The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed to
strike from the Wherry amendment, as
modified, the words “but any such reduc-
tion in the fiscal yegr 1948 may be count-
ed as part of the $2,600,000,000 referred
to in the preceding sentence.”

Mr. TYDINGS. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and
the Chief Clerk called the roll.

Mr, HATCH. On this vote my col-
league the junior Senator from New Mex-
ico [Mr. CHaveEz] is unavoidably de-
tained. He would vote “yea” if present.

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the
Senator from Kansas [Mr. REED] is nec~
essarily absent and has a general pair
with the Senator from New York [Mr.
‘WAGNER], who is necessarily absent.

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. WiL-
r1ams] is necessarily absent.

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Ma-
LoNE] is absent on official business.

FEBRUARY 28

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Younc] is absent by leave of the Senate
on state business.

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
RoBErRTSON] is necessarily absent on state
business.

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
Busurierp] and the Senator from Dela-
ware [Mr. Buck] are necessarily absent;
the Senator from New. Jersey [Mr.
SmiTH] is absent because of illness; and
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Lancer] is absent by leave of the Senate.

Mr.LUCAS. Iannounce thatthe Sen-
ator froni Virginia [Mr. Byrp] and the
Senator from Arizona [Mr. McFarLAND]
are absent on official business. :

The Senator from California [Mr.
Downey] and the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. THomAs] are unavoidably de-
tained.

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
McManonN], the Senator from Florida
-[Mr. PEPPER], and the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. SpaRKMAN] are detained on
public business.

The Senator from New York [Mr.
‘WaeneR] is necessarily absent.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. McMauoxn], the
Senator from Florida [Mr. PeppER], the
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN],
and ‘the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
TromMAs] would vote “yea.”

' The Senator from New York "[Mr.
‘WaGNER] has a general pair with the Sen-
ator from Kansas [Mr. REEp].

The vote was recapitulated.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. On
this vote the yeas are 38, the nays——

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr, President, I ask
for a recapitulation. i

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Clerk will recapitulate the vote.

The vote was again recapitulated. ;

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. On

this vote the yeas are 38——

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President——

Mr. TAFT. It is too late, Mr, Presi-
dent.

Mr. TYDINGS. Oh, no; it is not. The
result has not been announced.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Idaho is recognized.

Mr. TAYLOR. I vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 39,
nays 38, as follows:

YEAS—39
Alken Holland Myers
Barkley Johnson, Colo. O'Conor
Connally Johnston, 8. C. O'Mahoney
Cooper Kilgore Overton
Eastland Lucas Robertson, Va
Ellender McCarran Russell
Fulbright McClellan Stewart
George McGrath Taylor
Green McKellar Thomas, Utah
Hatch Magnuson To
Hayden Maybank Tydings
Hill Morse Umstead
Hoey Murray Wilson
NAYS—38

Baldwin Ecton Millikin
Ball Ferguson Moore
Brewster Flanders O'Daniel
Bricker Gurney Revercomb
Bridges Hawkes Saltonstall
Brooks Hickenlooper Taft

* Butler . Ives Thye
Cain Jenner Vandenberg
Capehart Eem Watkins
Capper Enowland Wherry
Cordon Lodge White
Donnell McCarthy Wiley
Dworshak Martin



NOT VOTING—18
Buck McFarland Smith
Bushfield McMahon Bparkman
Byrd Malone Thomnas, Okla.
Chavez Pepper Wagner
Downey Reed Willlams
Langer Robertson, Wyo. Young

So Mr. Typings’ amendment to Mr.
WHERRY'S amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question recurs on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY] as amended by
the amendment just agreed to.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which my
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. LUCAS. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Maryland moves to recon-
sider the vote.

‘Mr. TAFT. On that motion I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Ohio asks for the yeas and
nays on the motion to reconsider.

Mr. BARKLEY. On the motion to
table.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Chair has not yet received the motion
to table. The yeas and nays are re-
quested. Is the demand sufficiently
seconded? Evidently it is. The clerk
will call the roll on the question of recon-
sidering the vote by which the amend-
ment of the Senator from Maryland was
agreed to.

Mr. BARKLEY. A parllament.ar_v in-
quiry.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Kentucky will state it.

Mr. BARKLEY. Upon the offering of
the motion to reconsider the vote made
by the Senator from Maryland, the Sen-
ator from Illinois rose and moved to lay
on the table the motion of the Senator
from Maryland.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Illinois did, without being
recognized.

Mr. BAREKLEY. The Chair did not
recognize him?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore
Chair did not.

Mr. RUSSELL. I now move to lay on
the table the motion of the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. T¥DINGS].

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
yeas and nays have been ordered.

Mr. TYDINGS. I withdraw my
motion.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Georgia is entitled to move
to lay the motion on the table.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion of the Senator from Georgia to
lay on the table the motion to reconsider.

Mr. BARKLEY and Mr. BRIDGES
asked for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and
the legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the
Senator from Kansas [Mr. Reep] is
necessarily absent and has a general pair
with the Senator from New York [Mr.
WaceNER] who is necessarily absent.

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. WiL-
riams] is necessarily absent.

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. MA-
Lonel is absent on official business,
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The Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Youne] is absent by leave of the Senate
on state business.

The Senator from Wyomlng [Mr.
RoserTsoN] is necessarily absent on state
business.

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
Busurierp] and the Senator from Dela-
ware [Mr. Buck] are necessarily absent;
the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH]
is absent because of illness; and the Sen-
ator from North Dakota [Mr. LANGER] is
absent by leave of the Senate.

Mr. LUCAS. 1Iannounce that the Sen-
ator from Virginia [Mr. Byrp] and the
Senator from Arizona [Mr. McFARLAND]
are absent on official business.

The Senator from California [Mr.
Dowxeyl is unavoidably detained.

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
McMaHON], the Senator from Florida
[Mr. PEPPER], and the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. SparkMAN] are detained on
public business.

The Senator from New York [Mr Wac-
NER] is necessarily absent.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. McManon], the Sena-
tor from Florida [Mr. PErPER], and the
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN]
would vote “yea.”

The Senator from New York [Mr. Wac-
NER] has a general pair with the Senator
from Kansas [Mr. REED].

Mr. HATCH. Iam authorized to state
that my colleague [Mr. CHAvEZ], who is
unavoidably detained, would vote “yea”
if present.

The result was announced—yeas 40,
nays 38, as follows:

YEAS—40

Alken Johneon, Colo. O'Mahoney
Barkley Johnston, 8. C. Overton
Connally Kilgore Robertson, Va.
Cooper Tucas ;i Russell
Eastland McCarran Stewart
Ellender MeClellan Taylor
Fulbright MecGrath Thomas, Okla.
George McKellar Thomas, Utah
Green Magnuson Tobey
Hatch Maybank Tydings
Hayden Morse Umstead
Hill Murray Wilson
Hoey Myers
Holland O'Conor
NAYS—38

Baldwin Ecton Millikin
Ball Ferguson Moore
Brewster Flanders O'Daniel
Bricker Gurney Revercomb
Bridges Hawkes Saltonstall
Brooks Hickenlooper Taft
Butler Ives Thye
Cain Jenner Vandenberg
Capehart Eem Watkins
Capper Enowland Wherry
Cordon Lodge White
Donnell McCarthy Wiley
Dworghak Martin

NOT VOTING—I17
Buck McFarland Smith
Bushfield MecMahon Sparkman
Byrd Malone Wagner
Chavez Pepper Williams
Downey Reed Young
Langer Robertson, Wyo.

So the motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on the motion of the Sena-
tor from Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY] as
amended.

RECESS TO MONDAY
Mr. WHITE. Mr, President, I move

that the Senate stand in recess until 12
o’clock noon on Monday next.
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on the motion of the Senator -
from Maine that the Senate take a recess
until 12 o’clock noon on Monday next.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I should
like to propound a unanimous-consent
request. I ask unanimous consent that
I be recognized at the convening of the
session on Monday.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. A
unanimous-consent agreement has been
entered into covering the - limitation of
time., The Chair will recognize the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts now, and he
may yield, which is the usual practice, so
the Senator from Maine can make his
motion to recess.

Mr. TOBEY and Mr. BUTLER ad-
dressed the Chair.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
motion of the Senator from Maine is not
debatable. The question is on the motion
of the Senator from Maine that the Sen-
ate take a recess until 12 o’clock noon on
Monday next.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5
o’clock and 26 minutes p. m.) the Senate
took a recess until Monday, March 3,
1947, at 12 o’clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate February 28 (legislative day of
February 19), 1947:

Imma-rmnar. BANE FOR RECONSTRUCTION
AND DEVELOPMENT

Eugene R. Black, of New Jersey, to be
United States executive director of the Inter-
national Bank for Reconstruction and De-
velopment for a term of 2 years and until
his successor has been appointed.

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

The following-named persons for appoint-
ment as Forelgn Service officers of class 3,
consuls, and secretaries in the diplomatic
gervice of the United States of America:

Patten D. Allen, of New York,

Carlos C. Hall, of Arizona.

John A. Hopkins, of Iowa.

Robert P. Joyce, of California.

C. Montagu Pigott, of California.

Arthur T. Thompson, of Iowa.

Harry R. Turkel, of California.

The following-named persons for appoint-
ment as Foreign Service officers of class 4,
consuls, and secretaries In the diplomatie
service of the United States of America:

Raymond F. Courtney, of Delaware.

Dennis A. Flinn, of Illinois.

‘William M. Gibson, of New York,

John Gordon Mein, of Kentucky.

Randall 8. Williams, Jr., of New York,

Henry A. Hoyt, of Callfornia, for appoint-
ment as a Foreign Service officer of class 5,
& consul, and a secretary in the diplomatic
service of the United States of America.

Roy T. Davis, Jr., of Maryland, for appoint-
ment as a Foreign Service officer of class 5,
a vice consul of career, and a secretary in
the diplomatic service of the United States
of America.

The following-named persons for appoint=-
ment as Forelgn Service officers of class 6,
vice consuls of career, and secretaries in the
diplomatic service of the United ,States of
America:

Robert G. Bailey, of New Jersey.

Charles G. Stefan, of California.

SUPREME CoURT oF PUERTO RICO

Borinquen Marrero Rios, of Puerto Rico, to
be associate justice of the Suprer-e Court of
Puerto Rico, vice Hon. Jorge Luis Cordova
Diaz, resigned.
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COLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS

James R. Wade to be collector of customs
for customs collection district No. 45, with
headquarters at St. Louis, Mo. (Reappoint-
ment.)

APPOINTMENT IN THE REGULAR ARMY OF THE
UNITED STATES

TO EE PROFESSOR OF ORDNANCE A"’ THE UNITED
STATES MILITARY ACADEMY, WITH RANK FROM
DATE OF APPOINTIIENT
Col. John Will Coffey (lleutenant colonel,

Ordnance Department), Army of the United

States.

IN THE MARINE CORPS
The following-named officers to be second
lieutenants in the Regular Marine Corps:

Eugene J. Ambrosio  James W. McIllwain

Robert 5. Anderson John D. McLaughlin

Herbert J. Bain Merrill J. Melton

Frederick W. Baker, Jr. Charles A. Meyer

Neil E. Barber Rex Z. Michael, Jr,
Foster W. Blough Jack L. Miles
Norman H. Bryant Lester Miller

Lyle W. Bullard
Thomas R. Burns
Harrison M, Butler
John W, Carraway
James G. Costigan John H. Papurca
Charlie J. Dunkley Joseph A, Piedmont, Jr
Frank M. Fitzpatrick, Ollie B. Porter

Jr. Charles A. Read

Roland E. Miller
Mason H. Morse
Herbert A. Moses
Stanley A. Myzienski

Homer D. Frison Augustine B. Reynolds,
Melvin K. Green Jr.

Richard P. Grey Edward L. Roberts
Robert Hall George C. Schmidt, Jr.

Ernest U. Hargett
LeRoy C. Harris, Jr.

Clarence R. Stanley
Richard E. Stansberry
Joe L. Hedrick Charles 8. Stribling
Willlam J. Heepe Alfred C, Taves
Hermann Heinemann David 8. Taylor

John V. Huff Earl W. Thompson
Clarence M. Hurst Owen I. Thompson
James D, Jordan Homer E. Tinklepaugh
Jack F, Kelly William P. Vaughan
James F. King Alan J. Warshawer
Harold R. Eurth, Jr. James O. Webb
George E. Leppig Marshall A. Webb, Jr.
Alan E, Lowry Edgar D. Webber
Henry A. Maas, Jr. William 8. Witt
James P. Mariades Edward A. Wilcox
Walter D. Maskall Wallace L. Williamson
John C. McClelland, Jr.Kermit M. Worley
Robert H. McCormick John R. Wyatt, Jr.
Burd 8. McGinnes

WITHDRAWALS
Executive mnominations withdrawn
from the Senate February 28 (legislative
day of February 19), 1947:
POSTMASTERS
Mrs. Sara Devine to be postmaster at Cop-
per City in the State of Michigan.

Mrs. Helen D. Burbridge to be postmaster
at Alligator in the State of Mississippi.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Fripay, FEBRUARY 28, 1947

The House met at 11 o'clock a. m.

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera
Montgomery, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

Touch that strange power within us,
O God, that will steel our faith in Thee
by a settled and a steadfast will. Make
us invinecible in the presence of every
temptation, counting no struggle too
great and no sacrifice too costly to ful-
fill Thy law and our obligation to the
Republic. Make us great in mind, strong
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in principle, pure in spirit, and, above
all, enlarge our capacity for joy, for
service, and for the consideration of all
men. Bless us with the virtues of re-
sistance and restraint, for these give
form and force to blameless character.
Dignify this day with duty wisely per-
formed, for herein lies true nobility of
soul. O blow, ye winds, and fill the sails
of our great Ship of State, and send us
on and on to our ultimate task and our
final triumph. In Jesus' name. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of
yesterday was read and approved.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. REED of New York asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Recorp in three instances; in one
to include an address by Hon. Herbert
Hoover; another relating to the short-
age of copper; and another relating to
the budget; and to include therein an
article appearing in the Times-Herald
this morning. ;

Mr. GRAHAM asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include a short editorial.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi? )

There was no objection.

[Mr. WHITTINGTON addressed the
House. His remarks appear in the Ap-
pendix.]

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. HOWELL asked and was granted
permission to extend his remarks in the
REcorp and include a copy of a letter
written by John McCann, president of
the International Union, Progressive
Mine Workers of America, to Hon,
ROBERT A. TAFT.

Mr. SEELY-BROWN asked and was
granted permission to extend his re-
marks in the REcorp and include certain
printed material.

Mr. STEVENSON asked and was
granted permission to extend his re-
marks in the Recorp and include an edi-
torial from the La Crosse Tribune, of
La Crosse, Wis.

Mr. SMATHERS (at the request of Mr.
SIKES) was granted permission fo extend
his own remarks in the RECORD.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. SADOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that today, after the
conclusion of the regular business and
any other special orders heretofore
granted, I may address the House for
20 minutes,

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

ARMED FORCES IN KOREA

Mr.OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks,
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The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I have
just received a letter from a man in Chi-
cago whose son is a soldier in Korea.
He enclosed with his letter an article
from the Chicago Daily News of February
22, 1947, which he says is a letter from
a GI which expresses the thoughts of
his son and other boys in Korea.

The letter follows:

Who is it that said the American Army
is the best-fed, best-clothed, and best-sup-
plied army in the world? That person
should visit the Army camps in Korea.

Conditions here are definitely not good.
The food is poor and insufficient, the heating
is bad, baths are taken out of our helmets,
the PX is poorly supplied, and the lighting
is not good.

Is this the peacetime Army or the wartime
Army? There is no excuse for poor condi-
tions like this in a United States Army camp,
even if it is in far-away Korea.

We are here to do a job in the occupation
army. We can't do this job if we are unable
to live like men. We're not animals but
men. We're the brothers of you men and
women that live in the finest country in the
world and deserve better living conditions.

Pleas: publish this letter. The public
must know how their Army is being treated.

A GI v KoRmea.

I submit our Army has had plenty of
money to take care of a matter like this.
Our boys should receive the best treat-
ment in Korea, not only because it is
just and right but because it will act as
a good example to the people of Korea,
to whom we are trying to present a pic-
ture of our American way of life. If we
cannot take care of our boys over there,
then let us bring them home from Korea.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Illincis [Mr. Owens] has
expired.

APPROPRIATIONS FOR SMALL AIRPORTS

Mr, RICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend my
remarks. ;

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I want to
call attention to a telephone conversa-
tion I have just had with some people
representing the smaller airports in my
district. There is a rumor abroad that
some gentlemen in another body not very
far from here, at the other end of the
Capitol, are desirous of taking away
$45,000,000 that was given the Civil
Aeronautics Administration, that was in-
tended to be allotted to the small airports
of the country, the small communities of
this country; this would take that money
into the big airfields of the large cities
such as Washington, New York, Chicago,
Boston, and so forth. When it comes to
the big boys getting the money for the
big cities of this country and taking it
away from all of our small communities,
we should just let them know that we
are here to fight. We are not going to
let them take that money already appro-
priated from the small communities,
where it belongs, where it was appropri-
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ated to assist in an effort to promote avi-
ation all over the United States, and give
it to the great citiec. It is not right. It
is not just, and we will not permit it.

I am for the smaller airfields in this
$79,000,000 appropriation of the Seventy-
ninth Congress, t¢ be awarded in ac-
cordance with the act as the Civil Aero-
nautics Administration is supposed to
award the money and in accordance with
the ag~eements already made by the De-
partment, so that many smaller airports
can be built in small communities and
that other airports already in existence
can be improved. I am for the small
towns as against the great large city
airports. I am for the small business-
man as against the great large corpo-
rations. I am for the small airports
to get a start. Let us build up avia-
tion all over the country in every town
that is willing to maintain and support
an airport. He who strives to divert
these funds will come to grief, let me
warn you now. If the bill was right
last year it still is good legislation.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. RicH]
has expired.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. KLEIN asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the ReEcorp and include a
memorandum prepared by the New York
Housing Authority.

Mr. RIVERS asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include a statement by the
American Medical Association.

Mr. FORAND asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and in-
clude an editorial.

Mr. LANDIS asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include excerpts from let-
ters and other material.

Mr. FOOTE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the Recorp and include a
letter on the subject of the Federal in-
come tax.

AMENDING THE HOUSING ACT TO MEET
INCREASED COSTS

Mr, KLEIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to

the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. KLEIN. Mr, Speaker, I have in-
troduced a joint resolution today amend-
ing the United States Housing Act of
1937 by exempting certain confract and
cost limitations. This applies to low-
income housing projects which I am sure
are being built or have been contracted
for throughout the country. With build-
ing costs rising so extremely high it is
impossible to complete these projects
based upon contracts made in 1937. My
resolution would amend the act so that
new contracts can be made at today's
prices so that these projects may be con-
tinued to completion. The localities and
cities where they are under construction
cannot finance these projects themselves.
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It is up to the Federal Government to
help out, so that the veterans and others
who have no homes may be adequately
housed.

Under leave to extend my remarks
in the Appendix of the REecorp, I have
inserted a memorandum explaining my
resolution. I trust the Members will
read it. I

THE FERTILIZER SHORTAGE

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Mississippi?

There was no objection.

Mr. RANKIN, Mr. Speaker, I desire
to endorse what my distinguished col-
league from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTING-
ToN] said a few moments ago.

The people in this country who as a
rule sent the largest percentage of their
sons to the war were the farmers. Very
few of them are exempted.

Those sons are back home now trying

to work. They are not asking for sit-
down money, and the majority of them
cannot go to college. As a rule they are
not engaged in any job training. They
are back at home at work, and I am
opposed to taking fertilizer away from
the American farmers and sending it to
other countries throughout the world.

While I am on the subject I want to
say to you that I am opposed to going
down into the pockets of the American
taxpayers to get money to feed and
clothe every lazy lout from Tokyo to
Timbuktu and taking away from our
farmers the fertilizer necessary to enable
them to make a crop.

Let us look after the American people
first.

PROGRAM FOR THE WEEK OF MARCH 3

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 1 min-
ute in order that I may ask the gentle-
man from Indiana [Mr. HALLECK] what
we may expect as a program for next
week.

Mr. HALLECK. I will be glad to re-
spond to the gentleman's suggestion.
This statement as to what the program
will be for next week will depend upon
certain committee actions which I think
probably will come along so that these
matters can be reached.

On Monday we will call the Consent
Calendar.
on this calendar. We want to take care
of them.

On Tuesday we will call the Private
Calendar, and in addition it is hoped we
can call up H. R. 2102, a bill from the
Committee on Agriculture providing a 6
months’ extension and final liquidation
of the farm labor-supply program. We
also shall consider House Resolution 118,
reported by the Rules Committee, to give
the Committee on Expenditures certain
investigatory powers.

It is our plan to adjourn from Tuesday
to Thursday.

On Thursday, if the bill is reported
and the rule granted, we propose to take
up House Joint Resolution 140, to restore

There are a number of bills .
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to the now designated “Boulder Dam”
the name “Hoover Dam,” which it origi-
nally carried. We also hope to call up
H. R. 1327, which has been reported by
the Veterans' Affairs Committee, provid-
ing for a renewal of the 5-year level-
premium term insurance for veterans.
Also on Thursday we hope to call up
House Resolution 120, which is before
the Rules Committee, a resolution to
authorize the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs to carry on certain investigations.

Unless something unforeseen should
develop, it is our plan to adjourn from
Thursday to Monday.

Mr. RAYBURN. I thank the gentle-
man,

THE BOXCAR SHORTAGE

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Min-
nesota?

There was no objection.

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Speaker, one of the
most alarming conditions in the country
is the boxcar shortage. Because of this
shortage, and because proper considera-
tion has not and is not being given to
diverting sufficient boxcars for the move-
ment of high-moisture corn before mild
weather commences, between 100,000,000
and 200,000,000 bushels of this corn in
the Midwest and Northwest is about to
spoil. As a matter of fact, I have re-
cently received a sample of corn show=-
ing that some of it is in a highly moldy
condition.

In addition to the general shortage of
hoxcars, one of the principal difficulties
has been that the boxcars which belong
to railroads of the Midwest and North-
west are being used in other parts of the
country and are not being returned. On
February 4 I called a conference of the
Members of Congress from six of the:
Midwest States to meet with Mr. W. C.
Kendall and Mr. R. V. Fletcher, presi-
dent of the Association of American
Railroads, in an effort to get some action
on this matter. Subsequent to that
meeting I was assured by Mr. Eendall
that the boxcars necessary would be pro-
vided. However, from very recent in-
formation I have received, it appears that
the boxcar situation has not improved to
any appreciable degree.

I charge that it is the responsibility of
those in authority, from President Tru-
man down, fo see that the necessary box-
cars are provided in time to move this
high-moisture corn so that it is not lost
to the American people and a starving
world.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the House by Mr. Miller, one of
his secretaries.

EXTENSION OF REMARES

Mr. McCORMACK asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Appendix of the REcorp and in-
clude an editorial.

Mr. TOLLEFSON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp in two instances and include an
editorial and a memorial.
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REGULATING THE RECOVERY OF
PORTAL-TO-PORTAL PAY

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 2157) to de-
fine and limit the jurisdiction of the
courts, to regulate actions arising under
certain laws of the United States, and for
other purposes.

The motion was agreed fo.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill H. R. 2157, with
Mr. JENkINs of Ohio in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. For the informa-
tion of the Committee, the Chair may say
that the first section of the bill was read
yesterday for amendment. If there are
no amendments to be offered to section 1
the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 2. Every claim, cause of action, and
action for the recovery of wages, overtime
compensation, penalties, or damages (actual,
liquidated, or compensatory), pursuant to
any of the laws of the United States men-
tioned in section 5 hereof shall be subject
to the following limitations and conditions:

{a) Hereafter no such actlon shall be main-
talned unless the same is commenced within
1 year after such cause of action accrued.

(b) No such claim or cause of action which
had accrued prior to the effective date of this
act, and which would otherwise be barred
by subsection (a) hereof, shall be maintained
unless action thereon is commenced within
6 months after the effective date of this act:
Provided, however, That this subsection shall
not be construed to revive or extend any
claim or cause of action which but for the
enactment of this act would have been barred
by any statute of limitation applicable to
such action.

(c) An action shall be deemed to have

. been commenced as to any individual c¢laim-
ant as of the date when such clalmant is
named In such actlon as a party thereto.

{d) If at any time within such 1-year
period or 6-month period, as the case may
be, process may not be served on the person
liable by reason of his absence from the
United States, the period of such absence
shall be disregarded in computing the ap-
plicable period.

(e) In any action, whether or not com-
menced prior to the effective date of this
act, the employer may plead and prove that
the act or omission complained of was done
or omitted in good faith consistent with,

by, or in reliance on any decision
of a court of record in conneciion with
which such employer was a party in interest,
or any administrative regulation, order, rul-

ing, interpretation, approval, enforcement -

policy, or practice.

Such a defense, if established, shall be a
bar to the action, notwithstanding that after
such act or omission, such deecision, admin-
istrative regulation, order, ruling, interpre-
tation, approval, enforcement policy, or prac-
tice is modified, rescinded, or determined by
judicial authority to be invalid or of no legal
effect.

(f) Any claim, cause of action, or action
may be compromised, adjusted, settled, or re-
leased, in whole or in part, either before or
after commencing such action by the person
entitled to bring such action. Any such
compromise, adjustment, settlement, or re-
lease according to the terms thereof, and in
the absence of fraud or duress, shall be a
complete satisfaction of such claim and a
camplete bar to any action based on such
claim. No such claim, cause of action, ac-
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tion, or interest therein, shall be the sub-
Ject of lawful assignment. The provisions of
this subsection shall also be applicable to
any compromise, adjustment, settlement, or
release heretofore so made or given.

(g) In any action pursuant to any of the
acts mentioned in section 5 hereof, the court,
if it finds that the violation of the law giv-
ing rise to such action was in bad faith and
without reasonable ground, may, in its sound
discretion, award not to exceed the amount
specified as penalty or damage in the law
under which such action arises.

Mr, CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CerLER: Page
3, line 17, after “within”, strike out “1 year"
and insert “2 years.”

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, the ef-
fect of this amendment would increase
the statute of limitations from 1 year to
2 years. I would ask the Members of the
House to do in this Congress what you
did in the last Congress when you
adopted the Gwynne bill, namely, estab-
lish the statute of limitations longer than
1 year. In the last Congress we voted
for a 3-year statute. In my humble
opinion if you leave it at 1 year you
will emasculate the act so as to render
it guite impotent, particularly for those
workers who do not have the benefit of
the advice and counsel ready available
from some lawyer of a labor organiza-
tion. I refer specifically to the vast
army of employees who are not in
unions.

Now, there is a veritable hodgepodge
of laws throughout the States with ref-
erence to the fime within which claims
may be brought for compensation for
wages under the basic Wages and Hours
Act. We failed in the basic act to pro-
vide a statute of limitations. Therefore
the various States passed their own acts.
These statutes vary from 1 year to 6
years to 8 years. It is a veritable mish-
mash, and it is very essential that we es-
tablish some uniformity. The question
is, What price uniformity? Will we
bolster up the Fair Labor Standards Act
by making it possible for a worker to
know his rights and to be able to enforce
them within a reasonable time? Will
you do that with a 2-year statute of lim-
itations or will we so narrow the time to
1 year so as to make it quite impractical
for the worker to know and sue in time?
‘Will we deny the worker his rightful re-
ward for productive work by a fairly
reasonable statute of limitations, or will
we make sure that some chiseling em-
ployers—and there are some—ecan suc-
cessfully euchre their employees out of
compensation for work done by dodging
and by stalling for at least a year? Then
the production work prior to the 1 year
which should be compensated for re-
mains unpaid and the employer cannot
be made to pay. The money, as far as
the employee is concerned, goes down the
drain, as it were, if the statute of limita-
tions of 1 year would apply. One year is
entirely too short. It is very significant
that the States that have had most ex-
perience with these mattiers, the States
where there are the greatest number of
workers, do not provide for a statute of
limitations of 1 year. We find 6 years
in the States of New York, New Jersey,
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and Pennsylvania, and 3 years in Ohio
and California.

I offer a compromise. I would prefer
3 years, and I think a substitute will be
offered to make it 3 years, but I urge upon
you to be reasonable to the workers in
this regard and set a reasonable time
limit. I think a fair time limit would
indeed be 2 years. Otherwise the bad
employer can gamble, he can take his
chances, and instead of abiding by the
Minimum Wage Act and paying 40 cents
an hour, he can pay 20 cents an hour.
He can do that for 4 or 5 years before
they catch up with him, and then for
1 year back he might have to pay the 40
cents as provided in the Minimum Wage
Act, but for all the prior years he would
be a]bsolved frorlllaI obligation to abide by
a solemn act which we solemn
in this Chamber. "

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana.

Mr. HALLECK. If the employer is in
violation of the act, does not the gentle-
man think that either the administra-
tive agency or the man or men affected
ought to be able to determine within a
year that he is so violating the act, and
hence bring their suits to correct it?

Mr. CELLER. The Administrator of
the Wage and Hour Division of the Fair
Labor Standards Act testified that there
are over 500,000 establishments covered
by the act, and it takes from 10 to 12
years with his present staff to make the
proper inspections. So a chiseling em-
ployer could wait 3 or 4 years and, when
he is examined and inspected, then pay
back wages for 1 year that were due
the employee, and then go on chiseling
again, taking his chances that maybe he
would not again be examined for another
6 or 7 or 8 or even 10 years.

What is the Senate doing? The
chairman of the Judiciary Committee
has offered a bill which provides for a
2-year statute of limitations. I think
we should follow suit.

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the distin-
guished chairman of the committee.

Mr. MICHENER. I wonder if the gen-
tleman has lost sight of the fact that a
penalty applies, and that there is also
a criminal action possible under the law.
I can hardly conceive that the employer
is going to delay the matter—to be a
chiseler, as the gentleman suggested—
when he knows that if he is wrong he
pays a double penalty, plus what he owes,
and is subject to criminal prosecution.

Mr. CELLER. 1 defy the gentleman
from Michigan to tell me of one case
where there were criminal proceedings
brought against a so-called euchring
or chiseling employer.

Mr. MICHENER. There is a difference
between possibilities and what happens.

Mr. CELLER. But there has been no
criminal proceeding.

Mr. MICHENER. If the gentleman
had asked me 6 months ago if there
would be any of these portal-to-portal
suits where there was a collective-bar-
gaining contract, I would have said,
“Certainly not.”
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Mr. CELLER. I desire to protect the
low-income worker—usually a nonunion
man. He is usually uninformed. He has
not the advantage of information usually
open to union men.

It takes him more than a year to know
his rights. By the time he becomes
aware of his claims, the year has set in.

He must rely upon information given
him by the Wage and Hour Division.
That Division must, with insufficient
staff, inspect 550,000 establishments un-
der the basic act. That will take from
10 to 12 years. Bad employers can gam-
ble on the chance that it will take years
before his plant will be inspected.

The pending Senate bill provides 2
years. We passed the Gwynne bill last
year with a 2-year statute of limitation,
and the Senate raised it to 3 years.

A 1-year statute would be a rank dis-
crimination against labor.

The Fair Labor Standards Act did
measurably succeed in stamping out the
blights of excessive hours and inade-
quate pay. It advanced the public in-
terest by improving the lot of the worker,
by increasing purchasing power, by im-
proving health of workers, by advancing
the Nation's economy.

Kill bad so-called portal-to-portal
suits, but in doing so do not eviscerate
the Fair Labor Standards Act. One-
year statute of limitations will do just
that.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.

Mr. G of Iowa. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, this raises one of the
questions about which there is difference
of opinion in the committee and in the
House and probably in the country.
That difference of opinion as to what the
statute of limitation should be is in the
minds of people who very firmly believe
there should be a limitation. I think
the limitation should be 1 year, as the
committee fixed it. All I want to do now
is point out the reasons why I think
a short statute of limitations should be
fixed.

Let us bear in mind that this limita-
tion applies only to statutory actions,
which seek to recover not only the min-
imum wages or the overtime compensa-
tion but an additional amount as liqui-
dated damages, and attorneys’ fees and
costs. It applies to that action which
cannot be settled under existing law and
as to which the court has no discretion in
the assessment of the liguidated dam-
ages.

Someone has said here that we are
making a different rule for the worker
suing for his wages than we are for the
grocer suing for his grocery bill. Noth-
ing could be further from the truth.
We are now proposing to put the em-
ployee in exactly the same position as
the grocer and every other person in
this country. If the grocer should be
given a special action which would allow
hin: to recover not only the amount of
his grocery bill, but an equal amount as
liquidated damages and attorney’s fees
and costs, and in addition have created
some officer of the Federal Government
who had the power to secure injunc-
tions and institute criminal prosecutions,
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then you would have an analogous sit-
uation, and I would say that the 1-
year limit should apply to that statutory
action for the grocer. We have always
followed that policy, not only in this
Congress, but in State legislatures.
Where we have given a specia] drastic
cause of action or we have given a man
a sharp sword, we have said, “You must
use that quickly or not at all.”

Here is an illustration. When we
passed the Price Control Act, allowing
ceilings to be placed on prices of com-
modities, those ceilings entered into
every contract throughout the land, and
if someone in Iowa overcharged me I
could at that time sue him for the
amount of the overcharge. I could sue
him within 5 years, the time allowed me
under the statute. But Congress
thought that remedy was not sufficient,
so we gave to the person overcharged
a special drastic ‘remedy, just as we
are giving here to the employee, where-
by the person overcharged could re-
cover $25. But we included in that law
a provision that the person must exer-
cise that right within 1 year. We do
the same thing in the case of me-
chanics’ liens, Someone has said that
we are providing a shorter statute than
the average throughout the country.
They say the average now is 3.8 years.
Let me tell you how they arrive at
that 3.8. Of course, you will under-
stand, when there is no Federal statute,
the district courts in applying the law
must look around and find some State
statute which applies. In my State they
applied the 5-year general statute cov-
ering oral contracts. In Maryland they
applied the 12-year statute. To get away
from that obvious injustice which Con-
gress had refused to correct, the State
legislatures moved in, and if you are
interested in knowing what your State
legislatures thought about this you will
find the information in the table on page
159 furnished by Mr. Walling during the
hearings on H. R. 2788. The table shows
that since 1938, which was the effective
date of the wage-hour law, 11 States
have reduced the period of limitations.
Two States have reduced it to 3 years.
One was Maryland, which reduced it
from 12 years to 3 years. Three States
have reduced the statutory period to 2
years, and six States have reduced it to
1 year or less. Incidentally, I found no
case, as was indicated here yesterday,
where any court has held that 1 year is
unconstitutional or unreasonable. They
have held some statutes unconstitutional
but have done so not because of the
time element involved, which they have
pointed out is a matter for the legislative
body, but they have held those statutes
bad because they sought to discriminate
between actions under the Federal law
and actions under State law.

I think this 1-year period of limitation
is reasonable and should stay in the law.

Mr, RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa. I yield.

Mr. RANKIN. Can the gentleman
give us that citation again?

Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa. That is on
page 159 of the hearings on H. R. 2788,
the bill which was before the Committee
on the Judiciary in 1945, . 4
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Mr. RANKIN. Is that the same list
on page 82 of the hearings on this bill?

Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa. I cannot say
as to that.

Mr. RANKIN. Will the gentleman in-
sert the list in the REcorp so that we
will have it before us?

Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa.
to insert the list.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Iowa has again expired.

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
a substitute, which is at the Clerk’s desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Substitute amendment offered by Mr.
WarTer for the amendment offered by
Mr. CeELLER: On page 3, line 17, strike out
“1 year” and Insert '8 years.”

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Chairman, my
distinguished friend the gentleman from
Iowa [Mr. GwynNNE] called to the at-
tention of the committee the statutes
of limitations in the several States. I,
too, want to call your attention to those
statutes. They are listed on page 82
of the hearings on the bill now under
consideration. It is significant to note
that in all of the States there are 13
statutes of less than 3 years and 35
statutes providing a limitation of 3 years
or more, up to 8 years.

Now, it seems to me unfair that we
should single out this particular type of
ex contractu actions and fix the statute
of limitations at 1 year. In most States
the statutes are about 5 years. The
national average, even considering the
State of Jowa where the statute was for 1
year and which, incidentally, was de-
clared to be unconstitutional—taking
the average of all of the States of the
Union the average is 3.8. I just cannot
see how we can justify cutting the pe-
riod within which a worker may pro-
ceed against an unscrupulous employer
to 1 year. We must bear in mind this
very important fact, that in this bill
we have provided a complete defense
for anyone who does not willfully vi-
olate the wage-hour law. It would
be a very simple matter for unserupulous
employers—and unfortunately there are
a great many of them in this country—
through subterfuge, deceit, or any kind
of device, to prevent their employees
from receiving that to which they are en-
titled under the Wages and Hours Act.

I do not know whether there have been
many cases where employers who have
complied with what they honestly be-
lieved the law to be have been injured,
except insofar as this wave of portal-
to-portal suits is concerned, and I would
like to call your attention to the testi-
mony of Mr. Smethurst, who appeared
for the National Association of Manu-
facturers. On page 448 of the hearings
on this bill, near the bottom of the page,
he said:

If you give more than a year there ensues
an advantage in not raising questions of
violation, because of the effiect of the double
damage section of the act.

That was the reason why he insisted
on the period of 1 year; but I submit to
you we have removed the question that
he raised by providing in the courts some
discretionarv ¢ wer in the imposition of
penalties; So that no longer would it be

I will be glad
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to the advantage of the employee to re-
frain from bringing his action in a proper
suit.

On page 449, in interrogating the rep~
resentative of the National Association
of Manufacturers, the distinguished
chairman of the subcommittee which re-
ported this bill made this statement:

Mr. GwYNNE. Well, at least if the court
would consider the good faith of the em-
ployer, and measure the amount of the ligui-
dated damages by that yardstick, it would
help a great deal, would it not?

Mr. SMETHURST. I think 1t would help
tremendously.

And it was because of that that we en-
deavored to clothe every réputable em-
ployer with the protection required to
resist claims improperly brought and
those claims withheld for the purpose of
collecting not only the wages but the
penalty. The honest employer is amply
protected. Let us exercise the same de-
gree of fairness with the employee who

has a legitmate claim.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex-
pired.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, it is most unfortunate
that the chairman of the Committee on
the Judiciary reported out a bill which
gles far beyond the portal-to-portal
question. Under the guise of meeting
the portal-to-portal question the ma-
jority of the Committee on the Judiciary
have reported out a bill which for all
practical purposes in setting the statute
of limitations at 1 year seriously impairs
if not destroys the effectiveness of the
Fair Labor Standards Act, the Bacon-
Davis Act, and the Walsh-Healey Act.
Certainly when the portal-to-portal leg-
islation was introduced I know of few
Members on either side who felt that this
far-reaching bill that stepped upon the
proper exercise of legal rights by mil-
Hons of employees with reference to
other legislation would be reported out
of the Committee on the Judiciary.

I have been & lawyer a little over 30
years. A very substantial percentage of
the Members of the House are members
of the legal profession. Anyone who is
g Iawyer knows what a 1-year statute of
limitations means. One-year statutes
of Iimitations exist in very few States.
We can take the case of the very man
who hires employees covered by any one
of these acts—and I am addressing my
remarks to the men outside of the portal-
to-portal field who sell goods to these em-
ployees—he has a 6-year statute of limi-
tations, yet if this employer fails fo pay
his 40 cents an hour to the man or woman
working for the minimum wage, the
statute of limitations runs against that
unfortunate employee at the end of 1
year.

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. McCORMACEK. I yield.

Mr. WALTER. Is it not a fact that
under the wage-and-hour law an em-
ployer must keep his records for a pe-
riod of 3 years?

Mr. McCORMACE. There is no ques~
tion about that; that is the law. Thisis
a matter of elemental justice. It can
be put through; of course, the majority
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will prevail, but the responsibility will be
definitely placed. If this bill were con-
fined to a solution of the portal-to-portal
issue and that question alone it would
go through the House without opposi-
tion. It is the other provisions of the
bill, particularly the l-year Imitation,
that is unfair in its results, discrimina-
tory in its results—and I use the word
not from the angle of infent of the pro-
ponents but the results of the legisla-
tion—discriminatory upon millions of
employees, and at least 14,000,000 of them
are unorganized.

I know a little about minimum-wage
legislation. I remember my first year
in the Massachusetts Legislature in 1920,
We had a minimum-wage law in Massa-
chusetts which was passed in 1912 or
1913. The law provided for the estab-
lishment of minimum-wage boards, but
once g board was established and made
its findings as to a minimum wage for
a group covered under if, there was no
authority in law to reconvene the wage
board or order a new one unless the
employer requested it or the employees
filed a petition.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex-
pired.

Mr. McCORMACE. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to proceed for
three additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetis?

There was no objection.

Mr. McCORMACE. Mr. Chairman,
during 1914, 1915, and 1916, up to the
time we entered the First World War,
wage boards had been established, cov-
ering scrubwomen, charwomen, stenog-
raphers, and others, who were eovered
by a minimum-wage decree. Then 1920
came along. Not a wage board had been
reconvened or a new one ordered during
those years, with the cost of living in-
creasing right along? Why? No em-
ployer would petition for the establish-
ment of a new wage board because the
wage decrees were based upon 1914, 1915,
and 1916 conditions, and were low in
relation to what they should have been
in 1920. The employees did not petition
because they were afraid to—afraid to
lose their positions.

Mr. Chairman, I infroduced a bill
giving the commissioner of labor the au-
thority upon his own initiative when in
his judgment he thought there was a
change in the cost of living to either re-
convene the old wage board or order a
new one. The same fear in the ease of
employees to assert their rights under
this I-year provision will take place if
the pending bill limiting it to 1 year
becomes law.

Mr, MATHEWS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. McCORMACE. I yield to the
gentleman from New Jersey.

Mr. MATHEWS. AsIunderstand the
situation, there is a double-damage
clause in these acts which gives the man
fwice the wages which may be coming to
him. This being so, is it not a fact that
a l-year limitation under those circum-
stances is actually a 2-year limitation?

Mr. McCORMACE. If the gentleman
feels that way, I thoroughly respect his
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views, but I am in disagreement with
him?

Mr. MATHEWS. Why is that not se?

Mr. McCORMACE. I cannof agree
with the gentleman. Last year the gen-
tleman from Iowa [Mr. GwYNNE] agreed
to s 3-year limitation. Why this sud-
den change? Why? What reasons are
there for my friend changing from 3
years last year to 1 year this year?

Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McCORMACK. I think it was 2
years, as a matter of fact. I yield to the
gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa. I think the
gentleman understands what the situa-
tion was last year. The committee re-
ported a bill for I year.. We gbt a rule
for it, and in spite of the fact we had a
rule the gentleman's party did not call it
up. I finally agreed to accept a 2-year
compromise to get it on the floor, and we
passed it with the 2-year limitation.
the gentleman yield? :

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. MICHENER. The genitleman
from Massachusetts was at that time the
distinguished majority leader of the
House, and he stated on the fioor that he
was opposed to the Gwynne bill and thst
he would not program it.

Mr. McCORMACK. Exactly.

Mr. MICHENER. He stated he would
not permit it to come up under any con-
ditions unless compelled by the House.
He was compelled to do so under the
rules. He did call it up, and it did pass.
The bill went to the Scnate; it came
back, and the leadership neglected, let
us say, to permit the bili to come up af-
ter it had been amended by the Senate.
si'I'ha*n the House adjourned for the ses-

on.

Mr, CELLER. The Senate made it 3
years.,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the

gentleman from Massgcbmetts has ex-
Mr. REATING. Mr. Chairman, I

move to strike out the last four words.

Mr. Chairman, there exists, as most of
us know by now, an honest difference of
opinion between the distinguished chair-
man of the subcommittee and some of
the other Members on this side regard-
ing this question, and there is one item
that has been discussed to which I would
appreciate directing your attention.

The point has been made, and well
made, that there are some 11 or 13 States
which have specifically dealt with this
problem and have passed statutes of im-
itation of from 6 months to 3 years,
whereas there are some 35 States which
have not, and when you average all of
these States together, both those which
have and those which have not, you have
an average of 3.3 years in which such aec~
tions may be brought Nation-wide.

It has been ably argued that the faet
that certain particular States have legis-
Iated indicates that those States feel that
a shorter period is desirable, To that
specific point I would like to direct your
attention. These States legislated, cut-
ting down this period, at a time when we
had the existing Wages and Hours Act,
not the Wages and Hours Act as modified,
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or more accurately put, affected by the
provisions of this act. In this bill we
Lave inserted a good-faith provision so
that an employer, if he acts in good
faith in reliance upon administrative
rulings, is absolutely protected not only
from the basic cause of action, but
also from the penalty, and if he acts
in good faith and with reasonable
ground, even though not in reliance
upon a specific ruling, he is exempted
from the penalty provision and is only
liable for the basic claim for wages
which, if you accept the underlying
soundness and merit of the Fair Labor
Standards Act and do not take the posi-
tion which some of my colleagues do as
typified by the remarks of the gentleman
from Alabama, and, perfectly legiti-
mately, that the entire act should go out
of the window—if you accept the act.
I say, as I do, then you are committed
to the conclusion that there are legiti-
mate causes of action under it. It is
for that reason that it seems to me when
we reduce the period of time in such a
State as mine, for instance, where an
employee now has 6 years to bring his
action—when we reduce that to 3 years,
we have gone as far as we should.
If this substitute amendment fails, I
shall support the 2-year provision, but
to limit it to 1 year seems to me to
go beyond the point where we should go,
in fairness and justice.

Mr. COUDERT. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. EEATING. I yield to my col-
league the gentleman from New York.

Mr. COUDERT. Does-the gentleman,
in referring to., our 6-year statute of
limitations in New York, refer to the
original general statute of contractual
limitations, or did we in New York at
any time adopt a special statute of limi-
tations for this kind of action?

Mr. KEATING. My understanding is
that we have never taken such action,
and I am referring to the limitation of
6 years, applicable to actions ex con-
tractu,

Mr. COUDERT. Then the fact is that,
in New York and in all of these other
States upon which the gentleman and
those in his position rely by way of
analogy, you are really referring to the
underlying general statute of contractual
limitations, and not statutes that those
States may have specifically enacted to
deal with this very extraordinary and
unique cause of action.

Mr. EEATING. The gentleman is
partially correct. The average of 3.8
which I have cited includes those States
which have and also those which have
not acted on this specific proposition.

Mr, HALLECEK. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. EEATING. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana.

Mr. HALLECE. Of course, the gentle-
man recognizes that this being a statu-
tory remedy and right, and being ex-
traordinary in character because of the
provisions for double liability, it differs
from the ordinary contractual obliga-
tion.

Mr. KEATING. That is a point to
which I am very happy to address myself.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.
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Mr. EEATING. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for two
additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. KEATING. My point is that by
the provisions of this bill, which I favor,
whereby we have given to the employer
the defense of good faith, which I feel
he should always have had, and by the
further provision where we have per-
mitted settlement between the employer
and the employee which seems to me to
bc to the decided advantage of both
parties, we have created quite a differ-
ent situation from the one which ap-
plied to the original Wages and Hours
Act, upon which those State legislators
acted when they passed the shorter
period, which they have.

Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EEATING. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa. In order to
clarify that matter, the table referred to
on page 82 is of course a list of the gen-
eral statutes applicable to actions in
general and does not purport to set out
the States which have acted specifically.
Is that correct?

Mr. EEATING. That may be right.
I am not sure. I think the Nation-wide
average, however, is 3.8 years.

Mr. WALTER. Mr., Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. EEATING. I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WALTER. If the gentleman has
the hearings before him, he will find
that the State statutes of limitation to
which the gentleman from Iowa referred
include hoth, and they are the number
of years for which back pay can be
claimed either under a special statute
or under the statute relating to actions
ex contractu.

Mr. KEATING. As to what the list
on page 82 covers I do not know, but

-my understanding is that the Nation-

wide average is 3.8 years and in my
State of New York it is now 6 years.

Mr. GWYNNF of Iowa. If the gentle-
man will yield further, the gentleman
does not deny the fact, does he, that of
11 States which have acted specifically
and positively 6 have enacted a statute
of 1 year or less? -

Mr. KEEATING. That is right, I be-
lieve, but they have acted upon the exist-
ing wage-hour law, not the law as we
are now proposing to amend it.

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. EEATING. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. MICHENER. Assuming that good
faith is involved and that the employer
gets before a district judge who has the
audacity to state, “Now, this is a pro-
labor court,” would not it naturally fol-
low that a prolabor decision would
result? Should we not guard against
any possibility of that kind?

Mr. EEATING. I agree entirely with
the distinguished gentleman that there
should be some statute of limitations
written into this law. He and I are in
an honorable difference of opinion as
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to the length of time which should be
written into this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has again
expired.

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last two words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
committee bill with all the pleasure in
the world. It does not fake me a year
to yell “Ouch,” if somebody hurts me,
and that is all that the filing of ¢ claim
is. You can file a suit in 1 hour, and
if your resentment at the outrageous
treatment of management be sufficient
you can do it in less than an hour.

I do not believe in saving up these
claims like Octagon soap wrappers for
8 years, as the night watchman did over
here in an Alexandria ice plant, and
then filing a suit of $34,600. That is an
illustration of one of the reasons our
committee recommended a l-year stat-
ute in the Gwynne bill last year, to stop
such racketeering, What did you do,
how many hours did you work on Sep-
tember 16, 1936? You do not know and
no one else knows. But now we have per-
fect time books showing exactly what
happened.

Mr. WALTER. - Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOBBS. Nothing gives me great-
er pleasure than to yield to my distin-
guished colleague.

Mr. WALTER. The gentleman is cit-
ing a perfectly ridiculous situation, of
course. But is it not a fact that em-
ployers, under the law, must retain their
records for a period of 3 years?

Mr. HOEBS. That is my understand-
ing. This is just warmed over food from
last year, and the House is going to eat it
the same way they did before, because
they know it is good and we are hungry.
Anybody who has an honest claim under
any of these civil statutes—which have
no relation at all to the statutes of limi-
tations in criminal cases—can certainly
file his suit, if he thinks he has a case,
within 12 months. Not only is that com-
mon sense, but it is justice, and is pre-
eminently fair to every honest claimant.

I rather resent the imputation that we
are trying to do something unfair to or-

.ganized labor, It is not true, no matter

how much the distinguished gentleman
may be in utter sincerity in saying so.

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOBBS. I am so glad to yield to
my friend, the distinguished dean of the
House.

Mr. SABATH. May I inquire why the
same provision should not apply to other
actions that are commenced? I believe
the average on civil actions under the
different laws is nearly 4 years. Why is
this different from other civil actions?
Why should labor be the only one to be
treated differently? Do you think the
country would approve of that? No.
Unfortunately, you are picking on labor,
but not on the businessman or anyone
else. You are just picking out labor for
this different treatment.

Mr, HOBBS. - I am so glad to have the
elucidating explanation and statement
of the distinguished gentleman. May I
say that nothing is further from the
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thought of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary than to pick on labor. We did not
select any particular group or any par-
ticular act. The Gwynne bill last year
brought up the point that there were 19
civil laws providing civil penalties no ene
of which had any limitation, no derailing
switch, and therefore we provided one,
which met with the almost unanimous
approval of the House. We are trying
to do fhe same thing today.

Mr. FERNANDEZ, Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOEBS. Iam glad to yield to my
friend the genfleman from New Mexico.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Under the statute,
one employee may file a suit for himself
and for others similarly sitfuated. There
is one section in the bill which froubles
me, and if the genfleman can help me, I
will certainly appreciate it. Subsection
(c) of section 2 says: .

An action shall be deemed to have been
commenced as to any individual claimant as
of the date when such claimant is named in
such action as a party thereto.

Do I understand that to mean that if
the individual himself is not named,
then at the expiration of the statute of
limitations he is out?

Mr. HOBEBS. Yes, sir. The gentle-
man is exactly right.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. And he is not
protected by the fact that some other
employee has filed suit for himself and
others similarly situated?

Mr. HOBBS. That is exactly right,
but anybody who has a claim ean be
named in any such suit, and, of course,
would be if he wished.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Alabama has again
expired.

Mr. CHELF. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
may be allowed fo preceed for five addi-
tional minutes. We members of the
committee gave this matier Iong and
serious consideration, and the gentle-
man should have an opporfunity to ex-
plain it.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the reguest of the gentleman from
Kentucky?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOBEBS. Mr. Chairman, I deeply
appreciate the kindness of my friend, as
well as the indulgence of the House, but
I shall not consume the entire 5 min-
utes, but I will be delighted to conclude
my answer. The point that the gentle-
man from New Mexico raised relates
to that part of the bill which interdicts
the practice that has obtained thus far,
of having a group frequently in a distant
city bring in 176,000 cases, in one in-
stance without any permission from the
alleged claimants; without any knowl-
edge of many of the alleged claimants.
Many of them repudiated the pretense
of authority to act for them. There-
fore, the committee bill provides that if
anyone has a claim, either he or one of
his buddies acting for him with his au-
thority should put his name in, so that
we may know who is really back of the
propounding of the claim.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr, Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOEBS. I am so happy to yield
to the distingnished gentleman from
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Pennsylvaniz, the dean of the Demo-
cratic minority from Pennsylvania.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Suppose there
are 1,500 employees and they all want
to join in an action, each must be named
individually?

Mr. HOBBS. Named, yes. But they
can all sue in a group. In other words,
all of those who really want to be in the
suit can put their names in the com-
plaint and thereby preserve their rights.
‘We are delighted fo have that provision.
It is salutary. The only thing we are
after by that provision is the unauthor-
ized suing for pecple who do not want it
done.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the re-
meainder of my time.

Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last three words.

Mr. Chairman, this bill grows out of
the necessities of the situation that con-
fronts the businessmen of this country
and their employees. Not only the
owners and managers of business, but
the men and women who work for them
are threatened and are in peril.

These portal-to-portal suits, aggre-
gating almost $6 000,000,000, hang like
a pall over the business of this country.
They operate to stop the flow of what we
call risk capital—mew money that peo-
ple might put into business if they
thought they could do business with-
out being destroyed by a law that has
really been misconstrued by the United
States Supreme Court. Those suits do
not grow out of any contract between the
employer and employee. They do not
grow out of any usage or custon: in in-
dustry. They grow out of a judicial ef-
fort to legislate. So far it has accom-
plished its purpose. The Mount Clemens
Pottery Co. case flooded the courts with
thousands of unprecedented and unex-
pected suits.

I feel that a majority of this Congress
are here under a mandate from the peo-
ple to relieve them from this sert of a
threat fo the solvency of this Nation and
of our industries.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. JENNINGS. I yield to the dis-
tinguished majority leader.

Mr. HALLECK. Of course, we all know
the gentleman from Tennessee is a very
able member of the great Commitiee on
the Judiciary. As the genfleman has
pointed out, the filing of these portal-to-
portal suits shocked the conscience of
our people. They demand that some-
thing be done. I rise at this moment to
commend the gentleman’s committee,
the Committee on the Judiciary, for the
expediticus manner in which they have
approached the solution of this very diffi-
cult problem. I think the committee has
done a good job with it. I think the
majority of the committee in reporting
this bill are dealing fairly and honestly
and properly with the issue that is pre-
sented, As far as I am concerned I pro-
pose to stand with the committee in the
matter of this legislation.

I trust that the bill, as reported, may
proceed fo speedy enactment.

Mr. JENNINGS. I thank the majority
leader for his contribution; and may I
say that I do not for one moment lay
the flattering unction to my soul that

FEBRUARY 28

this Committee on the Judiciary is the
repository of all knowledge and all wis-
dom, but I do say that the able members
of the subcommittee who had this bill in
charge and under consideration, and
who wrote it and reported it to the whole
committee and to this House gave it
careful and studious attention. It is a
good bill. Iam getting letters from both
working people and men in business from
all over my State and my district. They
are asking me, “Does the Congress pro-
pose to funection? Has it got the guts to
stand up? Or are we going to march up
the hill and then back down again be-
cause somebody comes at us with a
wooden gun or threatens us with some
reprisal at the hands of some organi-
zation.”

William Green and the thoughtiul
members of the American Federation of
Labor have disapproved of these portal-
to-portal suits. I have been threatened
and you have been threatened by scalp
hunters who went out under the banner
of certain labor organizations and de-
nounced us as unworthy representatives
of the people. I have no quarrel with
any workingman. I think the working-
men are just as patriotic—the great body
of them—as I am; but many of them
have been misled, and the time for action
is now. We are face to face with an
opporfunity, and the first opportunity
we have had in this session of Congress,
to do something to protect the people
who are in industry, to protect the jobs
of our workers. There ean be no job
for any man unless there is an employer
financially able to pay him for work
when he has performed it. In addifion
to that, it requires from six to seven
thousand dollars in money to create and
maintain a job for any man or woman
in industry. When you stop the flow of
capital, when you terrorize those who put
their money in business, you have threat-
ened not only the solvency of that par-
ticular business, but when you have an
avalanche of suits like this, you threaten
the entire economy of the country. You
may destroy the jobs of millions.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Tennessee has expired.

Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to proceed for
two additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the reguest of the genfleman from
Tennessee.

There was no objection.

Mr, JENNINGS. This Imitation of
1 year applies only to actions brought
under these laws that are now in ques-
tion. Any workingman who has a claim
against his employer in my State, or
your State, simply for wages and not for
the penalties and not pursuant to the
remedies afforded by these labor laws,
has 6 years within which to bring a suit
for what is due him for wages. We are
undertaking to set a period of limitation
upon the suits that involve these penal-
ties, this time and a half, and these
attorneys’ fees and costs; that is all we
are doing. This matter ought to be set
at rest, and set at rest now. Everybody
knows that the working people of this
counfry are well advised, they are in-
formed, they have their lawyers and
their leaders. This debate in this House,
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the pendency of this measure, its terms,
are known to the working people all over
the country, and any man who has sense
enough to have a job can certainly learn
within a year whether or not somebody
has treated him wrong. I have never yet
seen the time when a man or woman in
this country who conceived himself or
herself to be aggrieved did not go to the
courthouse. People down in my coun-
try are litigious; they are good sup-
porters of the lawyers and they are good
asserters of their own rights. I believe
human nature is pretty much the same
all over this country. Let us not emas-
‘culate this bill; let us not kill this bill
with weakening amendments; let us not
disappoint the people of this country;
let us quit shadow-boxing and adopt a
period of limitation here within which
these suits may be brought that will stop
the uncertainty which is about to stop
the wheels of industry in this country.
The passage of this measure by this
House by an overwhelming majority will
enkindle new hope, faith, and courage
in the people eagerly awaiting our action
here today. I predict that we will not
disappoint those who sent us here to do
this job.

Mr. WILSON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike-out the last six
words, ;

Mr. Chairman, I want to state at the
outset that I intend to vote for this law.
The debate seems to have gotten off the
point, however, as most of the gentle-
men are talking about the general statute
of limitations. I do not know how many
States like Texas have special statutes
creating labor liens and material men's
liens, but our time limit has been for
years that when a man worked at a job
building a house he had 30 days within
which to file a labor lien after the job
was completed. That time has been re-
cently extended to 120 days. That same
law applies to material men, the people
who furnish the lumber, the mortar, and
the brick to go into a house. Many
States have such laws.

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WILSON of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. SABATH. That applies, of course,
to actions that are known as lien
actions?

Mr. WILSON of Texas. That is right.
This is drastic action. This law has
been written by the Committee on the
Judiciary and it has allowed a very rea-
sonable time. It has been written to
take care of a very ridiculous situation
that has arisen so far as the business
of this country is concerned.

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WILSON of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WALTER. I would like to call
the gentleman's attention to the fact
that in his own State of Texas an em-
ployee has 2 years within which to bring
a suit for wages.

Mr. WILSON of Texas. That is true
of oral contracts. The limitation is 2
years. On written contracts the limi-
tation is 4 years. But that is not rele-
vant to this matter. This law as writ-
ten is fairly liberal, in my estimation.
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I, like the gentleman from Tennessee,
think this Congress should adopt the
pending measure by an overwhelming
majority and thereby cure a ridiculous
situation that has arisen in this coun-
try, not by contract but dragged out of
thin air, by some of our labor unions.

The laws of Texas further require that
after a laborer or a materialman files
his itemized list of either labor per-
formed or material furnished with the
county clerk that he must bring suit
within 6 months in order to foreclose
that lien which gives him an over-all
period of time of 10 months in which
to file and prove his lien.

This bill allowing 1 year limitation
should be ample for any laborer who
feels that he has a claim to file on it.
I urge the passage of this bill.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the substitute amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I am in favor of the
substitute amendment and I hope it
passes, but whether it passes or not I am

going to support this bill and I am going

to support it wholeheartedly.

There are other amendments I would
like to see to this bill.
is a lttle too broad. It is not the kind of
a bill I would have written; in fact, it is
not the kind of a bill I wrote. "I pre-
sented a bill, H. R. 1440, which I thought
went as far as we ought to go to take care
of the problem. But, asI stated, whether
the amendments which are going to be
offered are accepted or not I am going
to support this bill wholeheartedly.
However, I do want to offer at the appro-
priate time an amendment which I
think ought to be adopted for clarifica-
tion of the act.

The amendment I shall offer will be to
line 13, page 5, section 2. In that section
there are used the words “without rea-
sonable ground” and the complete sec-
tion reads as follows:

(g) In any action pursuant to any of the
acts mentioned +in section 5 hereof, the
court, if it finds that the violation of the law
giving rise to such action was in bad falth
and without reasonable ground, may, In its
sound discretion, award not to exceed the
amount specified as penalty or damage in
the law under which such actlon arises.

Mr. Chairman, I do not know just
exacty what is meant by the words
“without reasonable’ground” but from a
reading of the report I think what is
meant can be made clear by the amend-
ment which I shall offer at the proper
time.

In lieu of the words “without reason-
able ground” I am going to offer an
amendment to strike out those words and
insert in lieu thereof “or with intent to
evade the provisions of said acts relat-
ing to fair labor standards and prac-
tices.” I mention that matter now so
that you may be giving it some thought
before the amendment comes up. I
think that is what the committee had in
mind. In any event, the words “or with
intent to evade the provisions of said
acts relating to fair labor standards and
practices” have at least the virtue of
being clear. I think we ought to take
time in drafting and passing this law
and see to it that all the terms are clear.

In my opinion it"
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Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last six words.

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield, we have this
one amendment before the House, and
let us not get into a discussion of other
amendments until we dispose of this. I
wonder if we could not agree on time
as to this particular phase? Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that all
debate on this amendment and all
amendments thereto close in 10 minutes.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, before you close
debate are you not going to allow some
of us who introduced bills long before
you started in on this {o say anything?

Mr. MICHENER. The gentleman was
yielded 10 minutes yesterday, and he was
not here.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Istayed around here
until after dark, and I thought perhaps
I could not get any light on it then.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan? -

There was no objection.

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I am
only a juror in this case. But should
you not be willing to hear a comment
from a juror? We have heard this legal-
istic' conversation going on for some
hours. Of course, we know the issue, It
is simple enough. We know there is a
flood, and we should turn off the spigot
and shut off the flood as soon as possible.
However, it seems as if we have been
flooded this morning with argument of
sympathy for the lawyers themselves,
who want 2 or 3 years to bring a suit
for possible clients. How you do look
after your profession. What a wonder-
ful harvest for the legal profession. I
want to congratulate the membership
of the bar on this side of the House, who
are willing to forego the harvest of fees
which would necessarily follow. As a
juror, I should remind other jurors of
this feature of the proposed amendment.
We think we know the issue, and we
should not have to sit here much longer
to determine simply which side has the
best lawyers. Again, the issue is a very
simple one to determine.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Maine [Mr.
FerLowsl].

Mr. FELLOWS. Mr. Chairman, when
they say that the laboring man does not
understand his rights, that he is not ca-
pable of understanding just where he
stands at any time, I wish to call this to
your attention, because I think it is un-
fair to the laboring man to insinuate
that he does not understand. The Su-
preme Court decision came down in June,
and within a matter of a few months
they not only understood their rights but
they instituted lawsuifts numbered in
thousands and in amounts aggregating
$6,000,000,000. They knew that the Su-
preme Court decision in the potfery case
had come down before you did. I shall
support the limitation of 1 year.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Horrman],

Mr. HOFFMAN., Mr. Chairman, when
my distinguished leader the gentleman
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from Michigan [Mr. MicHENER], whose
slightest wish, whenever I can ascertain
what it is, I delight to follow, chides me
for not being around yesterday, it be-
comes expedient—it is not necessary—
for me to offer an alibi. I was here
“pretty nearly all afternoon, but I was so
overcome by the flow of eloquence and
information I received from the mem-
bers of the Judiciary Committee who
spoke, that I did not feel competent to
add anything at that time to its debate.
I wanted to spend the night in collect-
ing my thoughts, if I could, and see if
there was anything they had not said
that I might say to add to this discussion.
I found out there was not a thought that
had to do with the merits of the issue
that had not been expressed far better
than I could give it utterance. So to-
day my only purpose is to call your at-
tention to the fact that these lawsuits
are the result of a decision of Justice
Murphy and four of his associates. Jus-
tice Jackson was not there when the
opinion was handed down. He was across
in Germany doing something else, mak-
- ing new international law.
four justices may have been asleep or
down to lunch. There was something
wrong, anyway, over there, because they
overruled a unanimous decision in which
they had all joined just a little while be-
fore. Skidmore against Swift, in which
they held that the master should find
the facts and was what might be called
the old formula in awarding damages,
if any. So Justice Murphy wrote this
Pottery decision and the other justices,
apparently not knowing what it was all
about, four of them, they signed up, and
that decision—lawsuits against indus-
try—$6,000,000,000 worth—is Justice
Murphy's attempted gift to the CIO.

JUSTICE MURPHY IS CIO'S SANTA CLAUS

‘Way back in 1937 Justice Murphy gave
us the sit-down strikes in Michigan, and
you gentlemen from the other States
have had the benefit of that over the
years. That action of the then Gover-
nor of Michigan was a gift to the CIO—
which enabled it to exist.

This is the way it works out. There is
a little company in Benton Harbor, Mich.,
in the Fourth Congressional District.
They had just 35 employees at the be-
ginning. Then in wartime they went up
to 100. When this decision of Justice
Murphy came down in 1946 the CIO
sponsored and filed a portal-to-portal
suit-against the company, based on the
Mount Clemens Pottery decision, asking
for $575,000. They also called a strike
over there. There were no employees
on the picket line, but they brought in
pickets from outside to stop the workers,
but were not successful. Then on top of
that what do you think happened? The
National Labor ‘Relations Board, which
now is over there across the hall in the
room with the subcommittee of the Ap-
propriations Committee asking for more
money, went down there and filed unfair
labor practice charges against that com-
pany. The suit, you see, was not enough.
Along comes the Labor Board and dips
its oar in and brings this charge, and
refuses, bless their heart, to call an elec-
tion so that the employees themselves

The other’
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can determine whether or not that or-
ganization represents them in this suit
and in their other labor relations.

On top of that, what happens? The
CIO puts an ad in the daily paper say-
ing in substance, “If you worked in 1940
or any year between 1940 and the present
time you are entitled to hundreds of dol-
lars, and if you will call at our office
and we will be open until midnight”"—
they are accommodating—“we will file a
suit for you and it will not cost you any-
thing.” How do you like that for a spec-
ulation? How do you like that for a
racket? That is the Supreme Court’s gift
to industry. I have the highest respect
in the world for that Court, or at least if
I have not right this minute, I will have
when any three of them can agree on
any one opinion when they file a decision.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has expired.
All time has expired.

The question is on the substitute
offered by the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. WaLTER] to the amendment
offered by the gentleman from New York
[Mr. CELLER].

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. WALTER) there
were—ayes 40, noes 145.

So the amendment to the amendment
was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York [Mr. CELLER].

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. CeELLER) there
were—ayes T3, noes 124.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers.

Tellers were refused.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. DEVITT. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment, which I send to the
Clerk’s desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. DeviTT: On page
4, line 18, after the word “practice”, insert the
following: “of the Wage and Hour Division
of the Department of Labor, or of any Gov-

ernment agency having jurisdiction of the
subject matter."”

Mr. DEVITT. Mr. Chairman, I offer
here a relatively simple amendment to
this bill which I hope will have the favor-
able consideration of the House. I offer
the amendment in order to take care of
several situations of which I have per-
sonal knowledge and in order to clarify
the bill. As the bill reads now, you will
note in subsection (e) of section 2 that
it is provided that in any action where
the employer relies on an administrative
regulation, order, ruling, interpretation,
approval, enforcement policy, or prac-
tice, such reliance is a good defense fo
an action, even in the face of a later
court decision to the contrary. Per-
sonally, I object to a law which gives to
administrative orders a precedence over
judicial decisions. But I believe by the
amendment which I have offered we will
be able to limit the scope of this law.
What I seek to do is to limit the force
given to these regulations and orders
and make the law applicable only to
those agencies of Government which
have jurisdiction of the subject matter.
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So my amendment would make subsec-
tion (e) read as follows:

In any action, whether or not commenced
prior to the effective date of this act, the
employer may plead and prove that the act
or omission complained of was done or
omitted in good faith consistent with, re-
quired by, or in reliance on any decision
of a court of record in connection with
which such employer was a party in interest,
or any administrative regulation, order, rul-
ing, interpretation, approval, enforcement
policy, or practice of the Wage and Hour
Division of the Department of Labor, or of
any Government agency having jurisdiction
of the subject matter.

What I seek to do is to strike from the
bill the administrative policies, regula-
tions, or rules of all kinds by Govern-

- ment agencies, bureaus, or departments

which have absolutely nothing to do with
the subject matter of the employment.

I related to the Members of the House
yesterday afternoon the facts with ref-
erence to the lawsuit in my own congres-
sional district, where a decision has al-
ready been rendered, but where, if this
‘bill is passed without amendment, some
2,500 employees would be denied recovery
which a court of the United States has
said they were entitled to receive.

Under the proposed amendment I feel
sure that these employees will be saved
from the operation of this bill and that
other groups of employees throughout
the country similarly situated will also
be saved.

Most of the administrative rules and
regulations which the employers have
relied upon in the past have been rules
and regulations which have been issued
by the Wage and.Hour Division of the
Department of Labor. I dare say that
some 95 or 96 percent of the rules have
emanated from that particular depart-
ment.

I emphasize that the purpose of this
amendment is to make sure that the
employer cannot stand up years later and
say thai he relied on a regulation which
was issued by some department—and
certainly there are thousands of agencies
and departments in our Government to-
day issuing regulations—which had ab-
solutely nothing to do with the subject
matter. That was the case in the North-
west Air Lines lawsuit which I told you
about yesterday.

I urge the members of this committee
to give favorable consideration to this
clarifying amendment.

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DEVITT. I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. MICHENER. Assuming that a
representative of the Wage and Hour
Division, having his card and credentials,
appeared in the factory and advised the
employer and the employee that they
must do a particular thing; assuming
that they acted in good faith and com-
plied. A month or two later another
agent comes from Washington, repre-
senting another agency of the Govern-
ment, and shows his card and identifies
himself and says he has authority, and
commands the employer to do a certain
thing. Does the gentleman mean that
before that employer has any protection
he must come to Washington and make
an investigation to find out which man
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had authority, before he acts in good
faith?

M:. DEVITT. The gentleman’s ques-
tion is answered in the negative. I am
sure he would not need to come to Wash-
ington to make an investigation. The
question of good faith and reasonable-
ness isinvolved. Iam sure that any kind
of a businessman with business acumen
could find out the authority of somebody
who walked into his plant and told him
what to do. That would be the first
thing he would do.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. DEvITT]
has expired.

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman,I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
may proceed for two additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. MICHENER. Take the case about
which the gentleman told us yesterday.
The first representative of the Wage and
Hour Board came along and told this
concern what it should do. They com-
plied. Later another representative
came along and said he represented the
Railroad Labor Board and it was the
duty of the factory to do what he said.
The factory accepted his authority.
They did what he said, in good faith.
If the gentleman is right now, he was
wrong yesterday.

Mr. DEVITT. Just a moment, You
say they did that in good faith. Does
the gentleman recall the rest of the facts
of that case that I cited yesterday?
What did the Northwest Airlines do?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Minnesota has expired.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman,
1 ask unanimous consent that the gen-
tleman may proceed for three additional
minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is ‘there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. DEVITT. May I answer the gen-
tleman from Michigan? In the case of
the Northwest Airlines, when they had
two conflicting rulings from two depart-
ments of the Government they did not
rely on this second contradictory ruling.
They went to the War Department and
told the War Department the situation
and said that if this ruling should be re-
versed by a court of competent jurisdic-
tion, and judgment should be entered
against them for this overtime pay they
wanted the War Department to reim-
burse them; and the-War Department
said they would do so. Now, I ask the
chairman of the Judiciary Committee:
Was that acting in good faith on the
ruling of the Railroad Labor Board?

Mr. MICHENER. It might have been
good faith, but the question is this: Un-
der the pending amendment offered by
the gentleman from Minnesota no one
could rely on the authority of any repre-
sentative without making an investiga-
tion to find »ut what his authority was.

Mr. DEVITT. I may say to the gen-
tleman from Michigan that that is true
in any aspecs of life. If anybody comes
up to you with a proposition you ask:
Who are you? What is your authority?
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Mr. MICHENER. We are striving by
this bill to remedy things that have al-
ready happened.

Mr, DEVITT. Yes; and I am trying
to limit the scope of the bill so that
it will not apply to all rules and regula-
tions of all kinds of agencies. I am try-
ing to limit the bill to the pertinent
agencies.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DEVITT. I yield.

Mr. OWENS. Is it the understanding
of the gentleman from Minnesota that
this bill applies only to an action arising
under the laws set out in section 5?

Mr. DEVITT. That is right.

Mr. OWENS. And that it should be
limited to the administrative boards
that have been appointed under those
certain laws.

Mr. DEVITT. That is right; and I
will go even further than that, I may
say to the gentleman from Illinois, to
provide that it should be limited to the
rules and regulations of the board hav-
ing jurisdiction of the subject matter.
I think that is certainly wide enough to
cover the situation.

Mr. REEVES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DEVITT, I yield. '

Mr. REEVES. I take issue with the
suggestion that in defermining whether
or not the employer is in good faith he,
the employer, must always pass on the
question of jurisdiction. I submit that
the amendment the gentleman has of-
fered would impose upon employers the
obligation of determining at their peril
a jurisdictional question, which ought
not to bear on the question of their bona
fides or their good faith.

Mr. DEVITT. The answer to the
question propounded by the gentleman
from Missouri is the same as the answer
to the question asked by the gentleman
from Michigan, that any businessman
having dealings with a regulatory body
must exercise reasonable judgment to
determine its functions and authority.

Mr. REEVES. But that is the very
question which the court has to decide
in any matter of good faith.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Minnesota has again ex-
pired.

Mr. REEVES. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Minnesota may proceed for one
additional minute.

The CHAIRMAN. 1Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. REEVES, But the custom is that
in any question of good faith the courts
look into the reasonableness of the reli-
ance of the party claiming good faith.
What the gentleman’s amendment does,
I believe, is to substitute for reasonable
reliance in good faith the responsibility
of determining the question of the juris-
diction of the several governmental
agencies.

Mr. DEVITT. I beg to differ with the
gentleman. The object of this amend-
ment is to limit the scope of the bill so
it will not cover the entire field of these
boards and their numerous regulations.
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Minnesota has again
expired,

Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa. Mr, Chairman,
I rise in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I trust this amendment
will not be adopted. I trust that for the
sake of helping somebody’s lawsuit out
in Minnesota, you are not going to wreck
the hopes and the aspirations of hun-
dreds of thousands of employers all over
this country.

This good-faith provision is not new
to this bill; we had it in the last session
in H. R. 2788; we had it before that in
the bill that was sponsored by the gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. Bagr-
DEN]. Itsintent is to bring the maximum
of protection to a group of people who
have been greatly abused and mistreated,
the small employers in this country.

We do not wish in any way to limit the
authority of any administrator to make
whatever rules and interpretations he
has the right to make, or to change them
from time to time.

All we are trying to get into the law
is a provision that if an employer relies
upon 8 ruling or interpretation of the
Administrator, of the Board, of the au-
thority that has been given the power to
enforce the law, he will be protected and
any change in ruling will not operate
retroactively. The courts have recog-
nized that theory.

What is attempted by this amendment
is to limit it to the rules and regula-
tions of the Administrator of the wages-
and-hours law. Why? Because, then,
then, their lawsuit would be safe. That
is the whole story.

Mr. Chairman, I submit that if we
ever start making a crazy-quilt out of
this legislation which has been gone over
carefully with a thought to writing a bill
which would be the maximum protection
for everybody, if we are going to start
now letting this fellow out and letting
the other fellow out, we will soon have
no bill at all.

In the first place, I have heard their
case explained and I have serious doubt
if their case is affected by the present
bill for the reason that it simply provides
if the employer relies in good faith on
any rule or interpretation of some ad-
ministrator in the executive branch of
the Government he will be protected.
That will take care of the great majority
of the situations.

‘What happens when there is confusion
in the temple, when there are conflicting
rules and regulations of various boards
and groups? Could a man be said to be
in good faith if he picks out one he wants
to comply with and complies with it? I
am not so sure he would. I am not so
sure this bill will affect the case the
gentleman has in mind, and even if it
did, I vould not be in favor of adopting
an amendment to save that case and
scrap the rights of the many thousands
of other employers all over the country.

Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa. I yield to the
gentleman from Tennessee.

Mr. JENNINGS. The effect of this
amendment, if adopted, would be to write
into the base of the general law a special
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act for the protection and relief of one
group of business?

Mr, GWYNNE of Iowa.
actly right.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the pending amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I am not rising to say
anything with respect to suits which I
think are improper. However, many
suits which have been filed were filed
justifiably and correctly and have as
their object giving relief to employees
who are entitled to that relief. We
understand that this act is to be limited
to eertain laws which have heretofore
been passed and which are set forth in
section 5. In view of that fact I believe
that when persons are raising defenses
based on good faith, that defense being
that they were informed by some admin-
istrative agency of some provision which
caused their action should certainly be
limited to an administrative body ap-
pointed under one of those laws which
are set forth in section 5, or some admin-
istrative body which clearly has juris-
diction of the subject matter.

Mr. Chairman, this is a mighty dras-
tic law which affects the rights of em-
ployees throughout the Nation. For this
reason we should be very careful and give
consideration to a just amendment of
this type.

I therefore submit and urge you to
support the amendment that was sub-
mitted by the gentleman from Minnesota.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. DEviTT].

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. FENANDEZ:
Page 5, line 15, strike out the words “and
without reasonable ground” and insert in
lieu thereof the words “or with intent to
evade the provislons of said acts relating to
falir labor standards and practices."

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Chairman,
under subsection (e) of the act we make
good faith a defense. Under subsection
(g) we say that if the court finds that
the defendant acted in bad faith or with-
out reasonable ground, the penalties
provided by the statute may be imposed.
The words “without reasonable ground”
stand out with a big question mark. It
seems to be a new expression in this
connection. It is hard to understand
what is meant by those words. If the
members of the committee who are more
able than I can tell us what that means,
I will withdraw my amendment. But I
do think that we should endeavor to
make the meaning clear. From the re-
port I gather that what the commitiee
meant was that if the defendant acted
in bad faith or with intent to evade the
provisions of these three statutes, then
the court may impose the penalty and
damage provisions of the act.

Therefore, to make that clear, I have
offered the amendment to substitute for
the words “and without reasonable
ground” the words “or with intent to
evade the provisions of said acts relat-

That is ex~

ing to fair labor standards and prac- -

tices.” If the court should so find, then,
of course, the court would impose dam-
ages and penalties.
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Mr. EEATING. Mr, Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the proposed amend-
ment which adds the words “or with in-
tent to evade the provisions of said acts
relating to fair labor standards and prac-
tices” would seem to me to add nothing
to the present wording of bad faith.
Anybody who acts with intent to evade
the law would be acting in bad faith and
without any reasonable grounds. The
addition of this proposed wording would
be repetitious.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact that
we have already passed on subsection
(e), I believe we could justly support this
amendment, because certainly where we
want to prove that the person was not
acting in good faith it is sufficient to
show that it was with intent to evade the
law. I do not see that there is anything
wrong at all with this amendment. AsI
said before, I believe this is a very drastic
law, and we ought to give some support
to the position of those employees whose
actions are brought in good faith.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from New Mexico [Mr. FERNANDEZ],

The amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

Bec. 3. No action or proceeding of any kind
whether or not commenced prior to the ef-
fective date of this act, shall be maintained
to the extent that such action is based upon
failure of an employer to pay an employee
for activities heretofore or hereafter en-
gaged in by such employee other than those
activities which at the time of such failure
were required to be paid for either by cus-
tom or practice of such employer at the
plant or other place of employment of such
employee or by express agreement at the
time in effect between such employer and
such employee or his conecuve—bsrgaming
representative.

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Hoges: On page
5, after section 2, insert a mnew section as
follows:

“Sgec, 215. The whole of section 6, the whaole
of section 7, and the whole of section 16
(b), Public Law 718, of the Seventy-fifth
Congress, are hereby repealed.”

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Chairman,
I make a point of order against the
amendment. It is not germane. It deals
with sections of the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act not within the scope of this
bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
man from Alabama desire to be heard
on the point of order?

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Chairman, I was
heard yesterday in the general debate,
speaking to this amendment, and I try
never to burden the House with my re-
marks if I can possibly avoid it. There-
fore, I thank the Chairman, but decline
to avail myself of the privilege. The
ruling in the Committee was against me
on this point of order, and I understand
the Parliamentarian is of the same opin-
ion, so further argument on the point
of order would be useless.

May I assure the House, however,
that nothing is further from my thought
than to cut off any real, honest right.
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My amendment would cut out the cancer,
root and branch, and cure the disease
that afflicts our national economy to the
point of threatening its life. But no one
could be so foolish as to think that im-
mediately following that beneficent sur-
gery there would not be further amend-
ment fully protecting every honest por-
tal-to-portal claim, and doing full jus-
tice to all concerned with respect to
wages and hours of honest labor. My
amendment is but an invitation and
challenge to straight thinking, urging
that detours be avoided until the first
city of refuge shail have been reached
by the safe highway of good legislation.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. If the gentle-
man wants to be heard, I will reserve my
point of order so that he can make his
statement. However, I shall press the
point of order after the gentleman has
made his statement.

Mr. HOBBS. I thank the gentleman,
but I do not wish to take the time of the
House.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order
is sustained.

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, I of-
fer an amendment, which I send to the
Clerk’s desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HiNnsHAw: At
the end of section 3, strike out the period
and insert “or upon failure of an employer
to pay overtime compensation for items of
inactive or unpreductive time or services,
which pursuant to either such practice or
custom or such agreement have been ab-
sorbed in the rate of pay or have been treated
as noncompensable.”

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, the
purpose of this amendment is to include
under the provisions of section 3 those
arrangements that are made with certain
employees whereby those employees re-
main in a standby status for some period
of hours after the normal period of em-
ployment, where' compensation for the
unproductive standby period is supposed
to be included in the rate of compensa-
tion which is agreed to and paid. That
condition obtains in a number of indus-
tries. -It obtains in emergency or repair
aspects of industries of several kinds.
It may be that the intent of the language
which I have offered is actually covered
by intent of the committee in this or
other portions of the bill. If so, I shall
be glad to withdraw my amendment.
May I now ask the distinguished gentle-
man from Iowa [Mr. GwywNel, the au-
thor of the bill, whether this intent is
covered in the bill?

Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa. Mr. Chair-
man, I think the committee is familiar
with the circumstances the gentleman
has in mind.

Section 3 has been written with a great
deal of care and is designed to rule out
all cases which are based upon compen-
sation for activities that were not agreed
to be paid for, either by express agree-
ment or by custom or practice. I would
think the words in the gentleman’s
amendment to distinguish between pro-
ductive and nonproductive time would
have a very unfortunate effect. Non-
productive time is just as compensable as
purely productive time. But the dis-
tinction we have tried to make is between
activities for which there was an under-
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standing that they were to be paid for
either by express agreement or by custom
or practice. If your situation falls in
that category, you have the protection
now of section 3.

Mr. HINSHAW. I thank the gentle-
man from Iowa. I believe the bill covers
the situation that has been presented by
this amendment. The amendment was
cffered merely for clarifying purposes,
and in view of the clarifying statement
of the gentleman from Iowa, Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent to with-
draw the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, although because of
other hearings that are going on, it has
not been my privilege to hear all the de-
bate on this bill, I have been surprised
at some of the debate that I have heard
because of the apparent indifference of
some speakers relative to the effect that
this portal-to-portal question has on the
public treasury. There have been some
of those who have spoken rather slight-
ingly of this legislation who have been
among those who in times gone by have
spoken very strongly for the control of
excess war profits. They must be over-
looking the fact that the real target of
these portal-to-portal decisions, if they
were to be made, would be the United
States Treasury.

The committee report on the bill calls
attention to the fact that cost-plus-fixed-
fee contracts in the War Department be-
tween 1941 and 1946 totalled between
forty and forty-five billion dollars, and
it was estimated by Under Secretary
Royall that a potential liability could rest
against the Government of $1,400,000,000
on those contracts alone. In addition to
that, there were $100,000,000 worth of
lump-sum contracts. While the Govern-
ment may not have the same legal re-
sponsibility there, it would have a moral
responsibility which would add another
large amount.

I am a little perplexed by the follow-
ing sentence from the committee report
which says:

There might also be an additional although
apparently limited loss in connection with
the renegotiation proceedings.

It would be limited only to the extent
that when renegotiation is completed,
the Government does have a fixed settle-
ment. But the moral liability would still
remain.

As was pointed out in a letter from
Colonel Hirsch, which I placed in the
REecorp a week or two ago, the contracts
under renegotiation which have not been
completed are those with contractors
who were the obstreperous sort, gen-
erally speaking. Those who came in
and were willing to renegotiate their
excess profits have been settled and,
while the Government liability there
may be closed, it is not closed in those
which have been less willing to settle,
those who would now stand to benefit
if this legislation is not passed.
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Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield.

Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa. The witness
for the Government who appeared before
the subcommittee pointed out that there
would be liability in that field. It would
merely be smaller than the liability in
the other fields. The gentleman is en-
tirely correct.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I am
glad to have the statement of the chair-
man. All of this must be taken in con-
sideration in connection with the an-
nouncement of the Treasury that if in-
dividual firms or employers were liable
for judgments under these portal-to-
portal claims, credit would be given to
the employer in the year in which the
claim was reduced to judgment. The
significance of that is that the tax rate
was higher a few years ago during the
time when some of these contracts
existed. The tax rate will be lower this
year and in succeeding years when these
claims may be reduced to judgments and
the Treasury would suffer an additional
loss, because it would admit the loss un-
der a lower tax rate.

Apparently there is a feeling on the
part of some folks that what you can get
from the Government is all right; per-
haps that does not hurt anyone. When
I think of this I am reminded of a thing
General Eisenhower said in a committee
hearing the other day. He said that it
was a regrettable thing in the history of
the United States when we started drop-
ping the word “patriotism” out of our
Fourth of July speeches.

Now, for the life of me I cannot see
any reason why claims should be de-
fended when they cannot be made in good
faith. I think section 3 of this bill, pro-
tecting the employer in the case of good
faith, is one of the most important sec-
tions of the bill. I am glad the commit-
tee reported the bill with that section in
it

So, I repeat the real target would have
been the Treasury of the United States
in many of these claims. It is the respon-
sibility of the Congress to protect the
Treasury of the United States as much as
the employer or the employee. That is
what we are really protecting in passing
this legislation.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from South Dakota has ex-
pired.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment, which I send to the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. JAVITS:

On page 5, line 23, after the word “‘em-
ployee', insert “covered by collective-bar-
gaining agreement then in effect.”

On page 6, line 5, strike out the period
after the word “representative” and substi-
tute a semicolon and insert the following
clause: “or upon the failure of an employer
to pay any other employee for activities
heretofore or hereafter engaged in by such
employee other than those activities which
at the time of such failure were specifically
required to be paid for, either by custom
or practice of the particular industry most
nearly applicable to such activities, or by
express agreement at the time in effect be-
tween such employer and such employee.”

‘Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to read the section as amended so
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that you will get the meaning of it
clearly:

No action or proceeding of any kind,
whether or not commenced prior to the
effective date of this act, shall be main-
tained to the extent that such action is
based upon failure of an employer to pay
an employeee covered by & collective-bar-
gaining agreement then in effect for activi-
ties heretofore or hereafter engaged in by
such employee other than those activities
which at the time of such failure were re-
quired to be pald for either by custom or
practice of such employer at the plant or
other place of employment of such employee
or by express agreement at the time in
effect between such employer and such em-
ployee or his collective-bargalning repre-
sentative; or upon the failure of the em-
ployer to pay any other employee for activi-
ties' heretofore or hereafter engaged in by
such employee other than those. activities
which at the time of such failure were
specifically required to be paid for either by
custom or practice of the particular indus-
try most nearly applicable to such activities
or by express agreement at the time in
effect between such employer and such em-
ployee.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment goes
to the heart of this bill. It is not an
amendment for the purpose of making
some minor changes. It seeks to sepa-
rate the sheep from the goats in this
way: First, it states that this bill shall
stand as is with respect to t"10se cases in
which a collective-bargaining agreement;
exists. I am firmly of the opinion that
in no case where people meet and bar-
gain should they get a greater advantage
than what they bargained for. The bill,
however, is not confined to collective-
bargaining agreements; it goes into the
whole question of the protection of the
Fair Labor Standards Act for people who
are not covered by collective-bargaining
agreements, and the major portion of
the workers of the country are not. I
am a Republican who was elected to
come here and defend labor and em-
ployer alike—to give them justice—and
that is what I am here speaking for. I
want justice done in this bill, and in
justice I am against portal pay suits
where those portal pay suits are
drummed up by unions for the purpose
of getting advantage they never bar-
gained for. Buit I am not for any act
where a man may be victimized under
the Fair Labor Standards Act—an act
which was designed to prevent such
victimization.

My amendment simply separates
collective-bargaining agreements from
others and does justice by everybody.

I should like to make just one further
observation: The majority which the
Republican Party now has was created
by men elected from the big cities, just
like me, and it has lifted Republicans—
many of whom have been here for years
in the minority—lifted them into the
majority. Let us not forget that. I
campaigned—and I think many of my
colleagues campaigned—on a platform
of even-handed justice. That is all I
ask be done; and, Mr. Chairman, do not
forget this other thing—this is not an
ineonsequential bill; this bill will be con-
sidered the length and breadth of Amer-
ica as a pilot-plant vote by the Congress,
as to whether it is going to be just to
labor and employer alike—as to whether
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it is going to legislate with a cutlass in-
stead of a scalpel, which is the instru-
ment that should be used in any legis-
lative procedure.

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. MICHENER. The gentleman says
his amendment refers only to collective-
bargaining agreements and not to cases
where there are no collective-bargaining
agreements. In the latter cases the em-
ployee would have no protection. In
other words, it would only protect union
shops where there is collective bargain-
ing and not anyone else who did not hap-
pen to have a closed shop and collec-
tive bargaining. This latier group would
not be protected by the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from New York.

Mr, JAVITS. May I say to the distin-
guished chairman of the Judiciary Com-
mittee that my amendment does exactly
take care of that situation by doing the
following: It protects those who have col-
lective-bhargaining agreements and it also
covers those without collective bargain-
ing agreements. by providing in those
cases that payment, and so forth, shall
only be for practices customary in that
industry in the absence of agreement be-
tween employer and employee. I cover
them both.

The CHAIRMAN. The fime of the
gentleman from New York has expired.

Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment,

Mr. Chairman, I can state my objec-
tion very briefly. The bill as written
was designed to protect not only collec-
tive-bargaining agreements between a
powerful union and an employer but was
designed just as surely to protect the
agreement between one workman and his
employer.

The provision in the amendment re-
lating to practice and custom would
create this situation as I understand it.
Let us assume there are four plants in
the same industry in one community,
that in three of those plants 15 minutes
of these preliminary activities are paid
for as a matter of custom and practice
generally but that in the fourth plant the
employer was a little more liberal and
paid for 20 minufes of such time. Is
there any reason why the better agree-
ment or the better custom and practice
in the one plant should not be recognized
and enforced as to the employees of that
plant? What we are trying to do in sec-
tion 3 is to protect every collective-bar-
gaining agreement about these activities
and to protect every practice and custom
which we assume must have entered into
the minds of the people when they made
the contract. I am afraid the amend-
ment would introduce confusion where
we have tried to write a section which
will adequately cover all cases.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Iowa has expired.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the pending amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I must, indeed, admire
the forthright and very courageous state-
ment of the gentleman from New York
in offering his amendment, which partic-
ularly provides that the custom and prac-
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tice must prevail throughout the indus-
try nearest appertaining thereto. Unless
we do that, then you have different prac-
tices and customs in the very same area
of production. You will have black spots
and white spots in an industry. Different
plants within an industry could have dif-
ferent conditions and wages of employ-
ment.

I would like to ask, What is custom and
practice in a new enierprise, a new em-
ployer who goes into business? He could
declare his own practice; he could write
his own ticket; he could write his own
law, because there is no practice thereto=
fore established. If we do not have uni-
formity throughout the industry, if you
do not adopt the amendment coffered by
the distinguished gentleman from New
York, you will have uneven and unequal
conditions throughout the length and
bieadth of a particular industry. You
will have unfair competition and those
types of employers who want to do the
fair and honorable thing, pay adequate
wages, and provide decent conditions,
will have to meet at their own disadvan-
tage the chiseling, the corner-cutting
employers who do not provide for decent
employment conditions and who do not
pay decent wages.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentleman
from South Dakota.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. It seems
to me that the gentleman’s argument
runs rather wide, although I am not go-
ing to bring that up. The gentleman
overlooks the fact that, if this amend-
ment means what he implies it to mean,
it may result in setting up a basis for a
claim which was not in the minds of
either of the contracting parties at the
time—either the employee or employ-
er—and that the fair thing to do is to let
the matter rest upon good faith and
what was the meeting of the minds of the
employer and the employee at the time
g:o employment contract was entered

Mr. CELLER. I do not object to that,
The amendment offered by the gentle-
man from New York provides that if
there is an express agreement or if there
is collective-bargaining agreement, that
shall prevail. I am speaking in general
of the workers who are not organized
and do not bargain collectively.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Even
without a collective-bargaining contract,
there is a contract of employment, so to
speak, between the individual employee
and his employer and whatever the
meeting of the minds of the employer
and employee was at the time that he
entered the employment relationship it
seems to me should be allowed to prevail.

Mr. CELLER. I may say to the gen-
tleman there are many cases where there
are no collective-bargaining agreements
and, therefore, custom and practice must
prevail. What custom and practice?
Shall it be the custom and practice of
the individual establishment or shall it
be the custom and practice in the area
of production? It should be the latter
and the New York gentleman’s amend-
ment provides for the custom and prac-
tice that prevails generally in the indus-
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try so that there will be an evening out
of conditions and wages to all competing
establishments of the industry.

I repeat the argument I made when
I drafted the minority report to the hill:

In our judgment the preposal to make the
law depend on the custom or practice '  the
employer accomplishes a virtual destruction
of any standards under an act which by its
title is supposed to set standards, namely, the
Fair Labor Standards Act.

The bill proposes that the question of
whether certain activities are or are not re-
quired to be compensated under the law is
to be determined by the custom or practice
of the employer. This means that a new
employer setting up his business for the first
time is free to write the law for himself. He
will determine what is his eustom or prac-
tice and that will determine what is the law
as far as he Is concerned.

Even among employers already in business,
the proposed bill means that instead of set=-
ting any uniform or even any minimum
standard the law will vary from employer to
employer. Those employers who have been
more liberal and decent and who have com-
pensated their employees fully for all ac-
tivities engaged in for the benefit of the em-
ployer will be penalized. For them the law
will be guite stringent, based on the decent
practices they have followed.

On the other hand, the employer who has
cut corners, who has given the most restricted
possible interpretation to his duties under
the law, who has paid his employees as little
as possible, who has reguired his employees
to engage in a substantial amount of work
Without compensation, is to ..e favored under
the proposed bill. He is to be rewarded for
his sweatshop conditions. The more vicious
his practices have been the more he is re-
warded since the law, for him, will set stand-
ards as low as those he himself has set.

Mr. Chairman, for the reasons above
set forth, I hope the amendment will
prevail.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the pending amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, the rules providing for
the consideration of bills by the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union are for the purpose of permit-~
ting Members who are not members of
8 committee to have their own ideas
about the matter expressed and con-
sidered carefully.

I think that this Committee ought to
consider the amendment just offered by
the gentleman from New York, which I
think is most fair. Everybody agrees
that these laws were written to protect
men from being over-reached by em-
ployers; the men who could not protect
themselves. We have unions now that
are strong and that are able to protect
their own men. We could do without
some of these protective laws as to those
men who are fully protected by their
unions, but as to those who do not come
in that category, I think that we should
protect them by continuing protective
laws as to them. This bill as written, I
think, will weaken those laws. The
gentleman’s amendment is fair in that
it reaches the problem without the dan-
ger of weakening those laws. I thor-
oughly agree with him.

Mr. EEFAUVER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FERNANDEZ. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee.
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Mr. KEFAUVER. It seems to me
that the greatest value of the genfle-
man's amendment is that it would give
a standard for a new ‘industry starting
out in a particular line of business in
the matter of custom or practice to go
by; otherwise it seems to me that an
industry just beginning could declare
its custom or practice to be anything
it wanted to which might not be in con-
formity with the fair standards of that
particular industry.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. I think so. I
think the gentleman is correct. I think
we ought to consider that amendment;
in fact, I think all amendments so far
offered today have been good amend-
ments, and we ought to have considered
them more carefully.

I started to say that I fully agree with
the gentleman from New York. His
amendment would tend to limit this act
to the problem which is before us. In
my own bill—H, R. 1440—and I ask
the indulgence of the House if I may read
a part of it—I tried to limit the act to
the problem which is before us. My bill,
in part, reads as follows in that respect:

Eec. 2. In any action now pending or here-
after instituted, based upon services per-
formed by any employee prior to the eflec-
tive date of this act, claim for which is based
on the mandate of sections 6, 7, and/or 16
of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938
(act of June 25, 1938, ch, 676, as amended)
and not upon the express or implied provi-
sions of any contract, no compensation shall
be allowed by the courts; either as compensa-
tory or as liguidated damages where it is
found by the court—

(1) that the services were rendered pur-
suant to a contract of employment defining
the hours of work or workweek and entered
into through collective bargaining and in
good faith; or

(2) where the claim is based on items of
time or services which were, pursuant to
general and established custom and with
the acquiescence of the employee, absorbed
in the rate of pay but excluded from meas-
ured time; or

(3) where the claim is based on inciden-
tal activities reguired as preliminary or pre-
paratory to the actual performance of pro-
ductive work otherwise compensated, or re-
quired as incidental to the conclusion of
such productive work, which incidental ac-
tivities were not, because of usage or cus-
tom, included in the measured time and
were not contemplated as items to be in-
cluded in the measured time by either the
employer or employee under the terms of em-
ployment express or implied.

I think this House ought to limit it-
self to the problem .and not go out and
broaden the bill to where it invites more
trouble.

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FERNANDEZ. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. GAVIN. The committee hearings
have been going on for 3 weeks. Why
did the gentleman not appear before the
committee and present his proposal in-
stead of coming on the floor of the House
and taking up our time? The commit-
tee has now brought in a bill and you
gentlemen come in with a lot of amend-
ments to muddy up the waters, and we
are not getting anywhere.

Mr. FERNANDEZ, Just a moment,
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Mr. GAVIN. Let me take some time.
I waited on the gentleman, and the gen-

- tleman yielded to me.

Mr. FERNANDEZ, 1 yielded to the
gentleman for a question and he asked
the question. Let me answer it. .

In the first place, my bill was sub-
mitted to the gentleman’s committee. If
the gentleman did not look at it, that is
not my fault.

Mr. GAVIN. It is not my committee.
They tell me the committee was holding
hearings on it.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. It was in the Ju-
diciary Committee. I do not know
whether the gentleman is on that com-
mittee or not.

Mr. GAVIN. I am not on that com-
mittee.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. The committee
was holding hearings on the bill. My
bill was before them and I assume was
considered by them. Perhaps they did
not quite agree with me. As to offering
amendments here and taking up the gen-
tleman’s time——

Mr. GAVIN. You are taking up every-
body’s time.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Ithink we are tak-
ing time in a good cause, and we ought
to take time, and plenty of it, right here
in this House.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New Mexico has ex-
pired.

Mr, GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I listened with a great
deal of interest to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. Javits], who
told us he represents the great metro-
politan area. I might tell the gentle-
man that I represent a rural area of
Pennsylvania, and that the American
people are sick and tired of the condi-
tions that have been prevailing, and are
watching the Congress, requesting that
they be given relief from the conditions
that have existed. The hearings on the
bill have been held. The committee, I
presume, has given everybody an oppor-
tunity to present any proposal they may
have had, and why they have not I do
not know. But most of the Members
here are ready to vote on this legislation.
Now amendment after amendment is be-
ing offered to muddy up the waters, with
the result that we are unable to take
definite action and clean up this matter
and give the American people the relief
they are asking. It is time for action
and not talk.

COMMUNIST FOSTER PREDICTS DOWNFALL OF
UNITED STATES BEFORE COMMUNIST CONGRESS
IN ENGLAND
Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I move

to strike out the last word, and ask

unanimous consent to proceed out of
order.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Mississippi?

There was no objection,

Mr. RANKIN. Mr, Chairman, this is
one of the most important measures that
ever came before the Congress of the
United States. For my part, I expect to
follow the Judiciary Committee.
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We had before our Committee-cn Un-
American Activities on yesterday labor-
ers who told how the strike in the Allis-
Chalmers plant had been inspired by
Communists and promoted and ex-
panded by Communist influences. Those
influences have been found behind every
movement to paralyze industry in this
country; and I think they are behind
these suits.

A few days ago William Z. Foster, head
of the Communist Party—the man who
said that just as surely as the sun rises
the Communists will take over this ¢ oun-.
try, that when that day comes it will not
be a capitalist government but a “Soviet
government, and behind that govern-
ment will stand the Red Army to enforce
the dictatorship of the proletariat”—a
few days ago this same William Z. Fos-
ter spoke to the Communists in England.
Let me read you this news item from
London on February 22:

Two thousand British Communists shouted
today when William Z. Foster, head of the
Red Party in the United States, opened the
Communist congress here by telling them
the news they all wanted to hear—that
America was nearing a bust.

For months the British Communists, like
Reds the world over, have been predicting
the downfall of America, but getting the
word straight from America made it seem
final.

In other words, when William Z. Fos-
ter, whose pernicious influence is found
in all these disturbances, went to Eng-
land and assured them that America was
on her way to a downfall, these enemies
of civilization stood and applauded.

The paper gquotes Foster as saying:

The economiec crisis in America will shake
not only that country but the entire capi-
talist world.

Then it says:

The ovation given him was tremendous.

Foster, in England as a reporter for an
American Communist paper, is the distin-
guished guest at the congress, to which the
Communist Parties in 30 countries have sent
delegates.

Atiter cheering Foster's obituary of Amer-
ieca, the Communists heard the British party
leader, Harry Pollitt, say that even under the
present Labor government England could not
meet competition from modern industrial
America, and they cheered him when he de-
nounced this American economic domination
of the world.

Trained to expect the unexplainable con-
tradictions in the Moscow party line, the
Communists found no conflict in descriptions
of America as dying, and a few minutes later
as a ruler of the world.

The congress is the largest ever held in
Britain. All of the 1,000 branches of the
Communist Party in England, Wales, and
Scotland have sent at least one delegate to
the 3-day meeting—all expenses: paid.

This man Foster has gone from one
end of the country to the other spread-
ing communism. His influence has been
found stirring up strife in labor unions,
stirring up and promoting strikes, and
stirring up racial hatred. His influence
is seen in the picketing of the National
Theater here in Washington, and in the
race rioting in Detroit, according to the
Megro Nowell, who testified before our
committee the other day. He plays the
renegade, if not the traitor, to America
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by telling the Communists in England
that the United States is headed for the
downfall for which he has been working.

It is time for real Americans to stand
together to save America fror: such in-
fluences and to preserve this country for
our ehildren and our children’s children.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Mississippi has expired.

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the Iast word.

Mr. Chairman, I assume it is entirely
within the rights of any Members of Con-~
gress in the Committee of the Whole to
offer amendments to legislation reported
by any of the legislative committees.

May I say to the Members, however,
that a bill which comes from the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary under the spon-
sorship of the distinguished genfleman
from Iowa [Mr. Gw¥YNNE] you may rest
well assured has received most careful
consideration. So far as I am concerned,
not being privileged to serve upon any
legislative committee of this House, but
being obliged to be a drudge, so to speak,
sitting in the background with the Com-
mittee on Appropriations trying to save
a dollar here and there and trying to
undersiand how in the name of con-
science we are going to put our finaneial
house in order, I want to remind you
again this afternoon of the critical situ-
ation that faces our couniry and to
arouse, if I can, from their lethargic at-
titude, the people not only of this Con-
gress but of the country who seem unable
to realize that we are sitting on top of
a volcano which may erupt at any time.

It is important that this bill be passed.
But, my colleagues, may I say to you, as
the leaders of this Government in secret
meetings are telling groups every day,
it may be of small moment ultimately
what we do here now unless we restore,
protect, and preserve the economic stabil-
ity of our couniry. The demands that
are going to be made of you in the next
few days, demands which must be met,
are going to be staggering because of con~
ditions which exist throughout the world.

I implore the Members of this Con-
gress to take the position, wherever it
can be taken as we proceed from day
to day, to let the peobple of the United
States know that, regardless of any line
that may exist in this Chamber, there
is one thing that, as Americans, we must
be ruthless about. That is, if we are
to save our country from collapse and
keep it strong enough to maintain our
commitments to the other peoples of the
world, it will require hereie efiorts on the
part of the Members of this Congress.

As these bills come in, may I repeat—
and they will start coming to this Con-
gress shortly—there must be a new atti-
tude manifested on both sides of this
aisle. New vision must be brought to
bear on this whole question if -America
is to survive. Realize, if you will, that
unless we are just devastatingly ruthless
in cutting down expendifures, we may be
through as a nation sooner than we
expect.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr, KEggrFE]
has expired.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
rise to support the amendment offered
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by the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Javrrs].

The gentleman from New York is one
of the new Members of this House and
he has presented an amendment in good
faith. I think it is a good amendment
and I want to support the amendment.
If that amendment is defeated, which
seems probable, because we have seen
that most amendments have been de-
feated today, I still want to say that I
shall support it. At this time I want to
pay compliment to the gentleman from
Towa [Mr. Gwynne] and other members
of the Judiciary Committee who have
handled this bill in the very fair man-
ner in which it has been presented. They
have not sought to cut out debate. They
have not sought to keep Members from
giving their ideas on amendments. I
am somewhat amazed at the remarks
of #he gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Gavin]l who just came to this well
a few moments ago and gave some of the
new Members on his side a tongue lash-
ing for presenting amendments in Com-
mittee of the Whole. I wonder if the
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ever
offered an amendment to a hill presented
by the committee.

Mr. GAVIN. No.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I am glad to hear
that. Now, will the gentleman sit down.
I refuse to yield further. The gentle~
man had his 5 minutes to give the new
Members a tongue lashing and now I
am going to say something on behalf
of the new Members. I want the new
Members to knew, if they do not already
know it, that they have the parliamen-
tary privilege of presenting amendments
when in their good judgment and in
their conscience they think an amend-
ment should be presented. I have
known very good bills to come to this
floor and I have known them to be
amended very remarkably to the wel-
fare of the Nation as a whole. So when
you present an amendment, present it
in"goed conscience, because you think the
people of your district sent you here for
the purpose of producing a good piece
of legislation. When one of the older
Members gets up and gives you a tongue
lashing and implies you are refleeting
on the judement of the members of the
commititee which brought in the bill, it
is just so mueh hogwash. It does not
ameunt to anything. It is a grand-
stand play for the benefit of the galleries,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr. Heri-
FIELD] has expired.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move fo strike out the last word:

Mr. Chairman, I am going to support
this bill. I think it is a constructive bill.
I think this is a time when Congress
should concern itself with legislation
such as this that will bring about better
days not only for industry but for the
workingman. We have a job before us
to do, and I hope that both Republicans
and Democrats have the stamina, I hope
we have the character, I hope we have at
heart sufficiently the imterest of this
country that we will come here and vate
for those measures that are good for the
country and not for any particular class,
any particular organization, or any par-
ticular industry.
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I wish to congratulate the gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. GwYnrE] for bringing in

-this constructive measure. His explana-

tion of the bill on yesterday was one of
the finest, one of the most lueid, I have
ever listened to, and I went immediately
tohim and eongratulated him on his fine
explanation of the bill. I have read the
bill; I have studied it. If contains one
provision, however, that I da not like,
and I am sure that if the gentleman from
Iowa [Mr. GwynnE] got the same reac-
tion from this bill that I did, this par-
ticular phraseoclogy would not be in the
bill. I intended to offer an amendment, .
but at the time that portion of the bill
was reached I happened to be out of the
Chamber preparing the amendment, so I
cannot offer it now except by unanimous
consent, but I wish to read this language
and submit it for the consideration not
only of the gentleman from Iowa but of
the membership at large. I speak par-
ticularly with reference to the paragraph
beginning in line 1Z on page 5:

In any action pursuant to any of the acts"
mentioned in section 6 hereof the court, if
it finds that the violation of the Iaw giving
rise to such action was in bad faith and
without reasonable ground—

Then the court may, in its diseretion,
award damages or penalty, and so forth.

Now, under this language the court
has got to find these two things, that it
was brought in bad faith and without
reasonable ground—

may in its sound discretion award not to
exceed—

And so forth. This provision of the
bill alleges two conditions: After the
comrt has found it is in bad faith and
has found that it is without reasonahle
ground. But you still repose in the court
the dufy then to say whether or not in
the eourt’s sound diseretion a judgment
should be awarded. Congress should not
pass the buck like that. Why should we
pass it on to the courts? Why does not
the Congress say in simple language that
if you, Mr. Judge, find that the action is
in bad faith, if you find it is without
reasonable grounds you shall award cer-
tain damages? If you do not do that,
you had just as well strike out the pen-
alty in the original bill.

Let us not throw on the courts the
responsibility whichh belongs to Cen-
gress, the responsibility which is our
duty. Let us not shirk our duty. Let
us not put a subterfuge in this bill and
try to dodge a responsibility which is
ours. Let us adopt language so clear
there will be no question of deubt, abso~
lutely none. The reason we are here now
considering this bill is because Congress
failed to do its duty to define in the Fair
Labor Standards Aect what is meant by
a workday. This was left to the court
to define, and portal-to-portal pay was
permitted under the court’s decision.
Congress failed to legislate fully and the
court legislated for us.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Florida has expired.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Florida may proceed for one
additional minute.
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Mexico?

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I yield.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. The first words 1
uttered in this House today were that,
regardless of whether amendments were
adepted or not, I was going to support
this bill wholeheartedly. I supported a
similar bill in the last session and I
am going to support it again regardless
of whether or not amendments are
adopted.

I wish to join the gentleman from
Florida in complimenting the gentle-
man from Iowa [Mr. Gwynnel, the
chairman of the committee, for this ex-
cellent bill. I do not hesitate to say
that it is better than mine, although I
was very proud of my own.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I am sure
every Member of Congress wants to be
fair., We want to be honest. We want
to deal with every particular section of
our economy, with labor, management,
and the citizens at large.

I say that this Congress should not
pass that responsibility and say that
after you have found those facts you still
have a discretion. Let us not do that.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Florida has expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from New York
[Mr, JaviTs].

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the amendment
be read again. K

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from New
York?

The Clerk reread the pending amend-
ment.

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to be heard.

The CHAIRMAN. The question has
been put and I think the gentleman's
reqguest comes too late.

Mr. SABATH. I have not heard it

utb.
£ The CHAIRMAN., If there is no ob-
jection, the distinguished gentleman
from Illinois may proceed for 3 minutes.

Mr. SABATH. For 3 minutes?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. Did not the
gentleman ask for 3 minutes?

Mr. SABATH. No. I am rising for
the purpose of supporting the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from New
York.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
will be recognized for 5 minutes, if there
is no objection.

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT TO GWINNE BILL

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Chairman, I am
of the opinion, personally, that this is a
splendid amendment and I favor its
adoption, but I realize and understand
that because it might aid and protect the
laboring man to some extent in his
rights the gentlemen on the Republican
side, I am certain, will vote solidly
against it.

The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
Keere] showed a little while ago that
he was very much interested in financial
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stability and made a great plea, as he
is eapable of doing, for that happy con-
dition.» Unfortunately, no such plea was
made by anyone on the Republican side
when the so-called Ruml plan was con-
sidered and forced through Congress.
That action cost the Nation about $6,-
000,000,000. No such plea was made
when a vote was taken on the carry-
back provisions under which the Gov-
ernment is now refunding millions upon
millions of dollars to the manufacturers.
Nor was any such plea made when the
excess-profits-tax legislation was before
us, which permitted the profiteers of this
Nation to get away with some $3,000,-
000,000. At that time the gentlemen on
the Republican side had confidence in
their ability to have the Government
pay for any possible losses that business
employers might sustain by their willful
and deliberate refusal to agree to fair
pay adjustments with their labor.
LABOR ALSO LOST MILLIONS

But labor lost millions of dollars in
wages in those work stoppages, and the
workmen and their families suffered pri-
vation of the most severe kind. In some
States, denied the benefits of unemploy-
ment insurance, they used up their sav-
ings, if they had any, drained the union
treasuries, and were succored by sym-
pathizers who were in their turn smeared
by Red-baiting columnists.

Who made up to the workers the wages
they lost?

Nobody.

Not so with Westinghouse Electric
Corp., with General Motors, and with
other corporations.

Under leave given me, Mr. Chairman,
I insert at this point a news report from
the staid and respectable New York
Times; in fact, from the financial pages
of the New York Times for yesterday,
February 27.

This article explains how tax refunds
from the carry-back tax gifts enabled
Westinghouse to have an operating loss
of $59,768,997 but a net profit of $8,823,-
846 in the year 1946. Members may re-
call that 2 months ago the president of
the company expected to have a net
profit of only $4,000,000. Even that was
considerably more than the net profits
of Westinghouse workers in 1946, who
were virtually locked out of the plants
for 4 months last year when the com-
pany refused even to discuss terms of
the contract. The company had confi-
dence in the Congress; the workers had
confidence only in their cause.

The text of the New York Times story
is as follows:

OPERATIONAL LOSS FOR WESTINGHOUSE—$50,~
768,997 DEFICIT IN 1946 AGAINSET $48,443,839
NET IN 1945 LAID TO STRIKE
The Westinghouse Electriec Corp. had an

operating loss last year of $59,768,997 in con-

trast to an nperating profit of $48,443,839 in

1945, the snnual report disclosed yesterday.

Tax refunds arising from the carry-back

feature of the Federal tax laws and other

income, however, enabled Westinghouse to

show a net income of $8,823,846 for 1946,

which compared with the net income Qf £26,-

744,055 the year before.

Gwilym A. Price, president, explained the
large operating loss resulted from a strike
last year that lasted 4 months, scarcity of
materials, inadequate prices under the Of-
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fice of Price Administration, and expansion
outlays. While operating losses continued
throughout the first 11 months of 1946, im-
provement in production and prices was re-
flected in an operating profit of $1,446,763
in December, he declared.

Unfilled orders at the close of last year
reached a new peacetime high of $589,583,469
which compared with $303,873,740 a year
earlier. Notwithstanding the production dif-
ficulties during the year, cutput, as repre-
sented by net sales billed, also made a new
peacetime high of $301,601,788, Mr. Price
points out. This, however, was substantially
below the 19456 figure of $685,132,854, most of
which represented war production.

OTHER COMPANIES GET SAME BENEFITS

I wish I could take the time and space
to continue to quote from this same
newspaper—from page 35 of the New
York Times of February 27. It is filled
with cheering news. Profits are every-
where—cash dividends, stock dividends,
expansion programs, new high record
sales, new high profits.

But I shall pass over this interesting
and optimistic page of reports, except to
note that the carry-back provisions
added substantially to the net profits of
R. G. Le Tourneau, Inc.,, and of Ryan
Aeronautical Co.

Now let nfe paraphrase froni another
publication which would never be accused
of unfriendliness to business, big or small,
Moody’s Industrials, reporting on another
great industrial unit which, you may
recall, had a little Iabor trouble last year.

I refer to General Motors Corp.

In the first 9 months of 1946 this far-
flung industrial empire lost $68,000,000;
but an $82,700,000 tax credit turned that
operating loss into a net profit of $14,-
000,000. I wonder if all the unions of
which you Republicans seem so fearful
have total assets as great as this profit?

WHERE ARE REFUBLICAN PROTESTS AGAINST

THESE VAST GIFTS TO CORPORATIONS?

How many more millions of dollars
will be thus refunded to war profiteers
and multimillion corporations no one
can now foretell.

But it can be prophesied with absolute
certainty that there will be no Republi-
can squawks against this law which be-
stows so many generosities on corpora-
tions, and enables them to turn a lock-
out into a net profit.

With equal certainty it may be fore-
told that whenever and wherever the
underpaid employees seek their rights,
under the law, to recover unpaid wages
for overtime work—oh, Mr. Speaker,
what a hue and cry will then be raised.

Obviously, then, in the face of this
predetermined judgment no amendment
which might minimize or mitigate such
discriminatory antilabor legislation as
this has the slightest chance of adop-
tion; and the bill, I feel sure, will be
forced through with an almost unani-
mous vote from the Republican side.

Mr. EEEFE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SABATH. I cannot yield.

Mr. KEEFE. The gentleman referred
to me. .

Mr. SABATH. I referred to the gen-
eral vaote.

Mr. KEEEFE. The gentleman referred
to the gentleman from Wisconsin.

-
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Mr. SABATH. I referred to the state-
ment that the gentleman made on the
floor.

Mr. KEEEFE. The gentleman declines
to yield?

Mr. SABATH. I decline to yield be-
cause I oniy have 5 minutes.

REPUBLICAN TAX POLICY, IF ANY, PROMISES

MILLIONS TO MILLIONAIRES

Mr. Chairman, not content with all
this prodigal generosity to the profit-
gorged vested interests, the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. Enursonl, the
chairman of the powerful Committee
on Ways and Means, comes in with a
demand for a straight, across-the-board,
20-percent cut in income taxes.

This means millions for millionaires,
pennies for the people.

I realize that it is highly debatable
that there is a Republican tax policy.

It is somewhat difficult to read the
widely differing reports from Republican
leaders and know just what the official
party policy is.

The one thing we can be reasonably
sure of is that their policy, as it finally
comes out in the revenue act, will sock
the poor and coddle the rich.

DRY THOSE CROCODILE TEARS

O Mr. Chairman, the crocodile tears
that have been shed on this floor for
the poor, oppressed business interests
that are being oppressed and bankrupted
by the portal-to-portal pay suits, so-
called.

Unfortunately, many well-intentioned,
sincere, and honest men have permitted
themselves to be influenced by these far-
fetched statements made here on the
floor and in the press and in the unend-
ing flood of propaganda we receive in
our offices from high-pressure lobbyists.

I have risen to bring to you the real
facts, and to show that there is no more
justification for these crocodile tears
than for any belief that you will not vote
solidly for this and for every other piece
of legislation proposing to protect capi-
tal and industry at the expense of the
American wage earner,

THESE ARE THE FACTS

I will give you the facts.

You have heard, as I have heard, that
if all the so-called portal-to-portal pay
cases filed were upheld in the courts it
would cost $10,000,000,000 and bankrupt
American industry.

The fact is that it is impossible to
estimate what the total back-pay bill
would be.

The $10,000,000,000 figure has been ex-
ploited because it sounds huge; yet that
could be arrived at only if the courts
held that every minute of preparatory
time had to be paid for.

But in the key case, the Mount Clem-
ens Pottery case, the court did not so
hold.

CASE DISMISSED AS INSUBSTANTIAL

The fact is that the principle that
work done should be paid for has been
upheld; but the key case was dismissed
on the grounds that the preparatory time
for which pay was sought was not suffi-
ciently substantial to establish a claim,
although the master’s finding showed
it averaged about 15 minutes.
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Therefore, the fact is that the total
bill for back pay probably would not ex-
ceed $1,000,000,000. .

Most fair-minded Americans accept
the principle of pay for work performed.

INDUSTRY IN NO DANGER OF INSOLVENCY

But if the courts did uphold all the
pending cases for back pay for prepara-
tory work, I can find no imminent dan-
ger of bankruptey, insolvency, and indus-
trial chaos in the picture.

We must remember that whatever the
liability is, that liability is actually a part
of production costs, and as such a charge
against total costs before taxes. Ameri-
can corporations have paid taxes upon
production costs which did not include
portal-to-portal pay. The Federal Treas-
ury has received tax revenues upon prof-
its that have not included portal-to-
portal pay.

WILL GET TAX REBATE, TAKE NO LOSS

If the court upholds any given suit and
awards judgment, it will then become the
legal obligation of the corporation to pay
for the preparatory work, in which case
the Government will have to refund taxes
paid on that portion of the profits which
now will be legally returned to the work-
ers involved. The corporations would
have their undistributed profits on
earned surpluses reduced to the extent
of the wage payments. Had the corpora-
tions, from 1939 on, paid for preparatory
work their earned-surplus positions and
the Treasury’s tax revenue would have
been adjusted accordingly.

Consequently, the fact is that there is
really no loss to the corporations and
no loss to the Federal Government if the
clairis are paid.

Moreover, the burden of paying the
claims would not fall on the corpora-
tions alone. For the war years 85 per-
cent would be borne by the Government,
and for 1946, 30 percent by the Gov-
ernment.

CORFORATIONS HAVE FARED WELL

According to the Securities and Ex-
change Commission, and again these are
facts, the net working capital of United
States corporations in 1939 was $24,600,-
000,000. in 1945 it had grown to $52,-
000,000,000. "By the end of the third
quarter of 1246, these corporations—
which we have been assured are on the
verge of financial collapse because of
labhor demands—had increased their
working capital to $55,400,000,000. I
should like to point out that that is not
only an increase of $30,800,000,000, or
100 percent above the 1939 position, but
also approximately equal to one-fifth of
our total national debt.

Working capital is nothing more than
the difference beftween total current
assets and total current liabilities of cor-
porations.

The assets position of our corporations
has been improved mainly through
earned surpluses. Most of this earned
surplus was, during the war years, put
into one of three categories of assets:
increased inventories; increased cash
balances; increased holding of United
States Government securities.
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LIQUID ASSETS OF CORPORATIONS UP OVER 600
PERCENT IN 7 YEARS

The cash balance of American corpo-
rations increased from $10,900,000,000 in
1939 to $22,300,000,000 in the third quar-
ter of 1946, or more than 100 percent.

Their holdings of United States Gov-
ernment securties increased in the same
period from $2,200,000,000 to $16,200,-
000,000, or over 600 percent.

The claim made by the National Asso-
ciation of Manufacturers that the portal-
to-portal pay claims can break American
corporations because the claims exceed
current profits is a bald misrepresenta-
tion of facts. The fact is that it is work-
ing capital or net curreni assets position
of the corporations which determines
their ability to pay.

INDIVIDUAL CORFORATIONS PROVE TOTALS

I have been talking about total figures
for all American corporations, big and
little. I will not take up time and space
with a long catalog; here are just a few
examples: United States Steel has in- -
creased its working capital from $432,-
000,000 to $600,000,0000 in T years.
Westinghouse has increased its working
capital from $102,000,00C to $245,000,000
in that period. General Motors—and
remember that I am reducing this fo
simplest terms, for there are other fa-
vorable factors involved—has increased
its working capital from $434,000,000 in
1939 to $775,000,000 in 1945.

As to smaller companies, I guote from
the Federal Reserve Bulletin of Decem-
ber 1946:

The improvement Iin financial position
during the past 5 years has been relatively
greater in small and middle-size concerns
than in larger concerns. This 18 because of
the relatively greater increase In sales,
profits, and assets * * *. At the end of
1945 the small and middle-size concerns were
probably in a more liguid position than they
had ever been in the history of the country.

FARMERS TOO ARE IN CLOVER

Nor are the farmers suffering right
now.

I quote now from the January issue
of Illinois Business Review, published
by the College of Commerce of the Uni-
versity of Illinois, which I just received
this morning:

CASH FARM INCOME

Cash-farm income in Illinois jumped to
a record peak of $206,077,000 in October 1946,
almost three times the figure for Septem-
ber, up 35.8 percent for the year, and more
than five times the average for 1935-39. In
the United States as a whole, October in-
come rose 65.4 percent from September and
40.7 percent from October 1945. Illinois
cumulated cash-farm income for the first
10 months of 1846, $1,066,716,000, was 13.5
percent greater than for the comparable
period of 1945.

Lest it escape you gentlemen, for it
did not escape me, note that this sudden
increase of 65.4 percent in farm income
in October followed the murder of OPA
and preceded the November elections.

I wonder if, a year from now, farm
profits will still be on the increase as -
they have been in recent years. Can
you Republicans continue to reap the ad-
vantage of wise Democratic administra-
tion? Will the index of farm prices still
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be above 250 percent of the base years
of 1935-39? Will farm incomes top 500
percent of the base price?

ANTILABOR LEGISLATION DESTEOYS PROSPERITY

This kind of antilabor legisiation de-
stroys prosperity, because it destroys the
purchasing power on which ail these high
profits, high sales, high business indices
of every kind are based. :

You will encourage high corporate
profits at the expense of workers, so
workers buy less, so farmers get less, so
farmers buy less, so workers are laid off,
so sales drop, so profiis begin to drop.

I may at another time insert in the
Rzcorp a table showing how 1946 corpo-
ration profits rose over 1945 profits.
Right now it is enough to say that for
one company it was 760.5 percent; for
another 487.6 percent; for a third, 3229
percent. Fifty biz companies increased
their profits from 22.7 percent to the top
figure I just cited in 1 year.

Estimated profits in 1946, after taxes,
are $11,300,000,000, and in 1947 are pro-
Jected at $16,100,000,000 after taxes.

Ouwr annual national production rate
for 1946 is now estimated at $185,000.-
000,000 gross, four times as great as un-
der President Hoover, while estimates
based en Government fizsures indicate
that in 1947 the nationsal product will
exceed $200,000,000,000 in value.

Consequentiy, I find it difficult to be-
come frightened by all the forebodings
that have been shown here, by the NAM
propaganda, and the cries of disaster.
I only hope that by passing this bill and
other restrictive and discriminatory bills
of like intent you do not bring on the
disaster you so fear and retard our prog-
ress and destroy our prosperity.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, though I
could continue to cite facts and then
more facts, I can only repeat that I de-
plore these alarmist stiatements and only
hope that they do not frighten away our
present good fortune.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 1 min-
ute to make a personal explanation.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.
© Mr., JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I think

it is only fair to my colleagues who are
on the Commiitee on the Judiciary fo say
that I have the highest regard and re-
spect for their judgment, that I did dis-
tribute copies of my amendment to the
members of the subcommittiee headed by
the distinguished genileman from Iowa
[Mr. GwynnE] some days ago, and that
all has proceeded with complete cooper-
ation and graciousness. I think there
should be no misconception on that score
whatever.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. Javrrs].

The question was taken; and on a
division {demanded by Mr, Javirs) there
were—ayes 53, noes 131.

So the amendment was rejected.
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Mr. EEFAUVER. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Eeravver:
Page 6, line 1, after the word “by”, insert
“lawini.”

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is not offered for the purpose
of emasculating the bill or of creating
any confusion in connection with it. I
sincerely believe and feel that this
ﬁendment would greatly improve the

Section 3 provides that no action shall
be brought for any wages which violate
a custom or practice of & particular em-
ployer; that is, conditions that grew ouf
of either a custom or practice in the par-
ticular industry shall not he considered
the subject matter of a suit. The ques-
tion presented herc i= whether you want
to sanction an illegal custom or whether
you do noi. All my amendment says is
that if that custom is lawful, then no
suit may be brought for wages or any
claim growing out of that lawful custom
or practice. If the custom is unlawful, T
cannot believe chat the Members of the
House want to give sanction to it and to
protect that industry in the event if is
following an unlawiul, illegal custom or
practice.

Some may argue that the words *“cus-
tom or practice” standing alone would
mean a lawful custom or practice. If
that is frue, and if that is your position
about the matter, what harm would be
done by inserting the word “lawful” to
make doubly sure that it is a lawful cus-
tom or practice tha* we refer to and
protect?

But I am afraid that the words “cus-
tom or practice” in lire 1 of page 6 are
not confined to lawiul customs and prac-
tices. In other words, I am afraid this
language would enable an industry to
start out and have the management de-
clare, “In this indusiry the custom or
practice is to pay one-half of the mini-
mum provided in the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act,” or to pay any amount that
they may want to establish as their cus-
tom, or to pay any amount that wonld
permit that industry to be in violation
of the other labor laws that are dealt
with in this bill and say, “That is the
custom.” Then there is nothing anyone
can do about it. So let us at least pro-
vide that they must begin their industry
in compliance with the lawful custom or
practice of the particular industry.

Mr. GWYNNE of Towa. WMr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa. Is not the
trouble with the gentleman’s amend-
ment that under the decision of the Su-
preme Court in the Mount Clemens case
it refused to recognize custom? There
fore, if we say this biil applies only to law-
ful custom, are we not running rather
counter to our efforis to upset that deci-
sion?

Mr. EEFAUVER. I do not think so.
The only thing I am concerned about is
that we do not allow one side, industry,
to completely write its own ticket as fo
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the meaning of these laws by saying,
‘““This is the custom and practice in this
particular industry.” Let us reguire it
to be a lawful custom and practice.

Mr. FOLGER. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. EEFAUVER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina.

Mr. FOLGER. Going a little further
than that, does not this make the cus-
tom or practice that is established by any
employer regardless of what may appear
in the industry generally the law, if this
is adopted?

Mr, KEFAUVER. Ii makes it the law
as to that particular plant, whether it
is legal or not, and regardless of what
the custom is in the industry generally,
unless this word “lawful” is written into
the bill

The CHATRMAN. The guestion is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. EEFAUVER].

The guestion was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. Kerauver) there
were—ayes 48, noes 100.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Hourrerp: On
page 6, line 1, after the word “for”, strike out
“either by custom or practice of such em-
ployer at the plant or other place of employ=
ment of such employee or.”

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, this
seeks to do in a simple way what the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Javirs]l and the
amendment coffered by the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. Eerauver] sought
to do, which was to put some specific
meaning on the phrase “custom or prac-
tice.” The amendments to accomplish
this purpose have failed. There is no
doubt in the world that this amendment
will fail, too, because the steam roller
is working pretty well. I notice only
about five or six of the Members on the
Republican side voted for the amend-
ment offered by the gentieman from
New York.

If they fail to get a erust of bread
from their parents, why should I expect
anything but a stone? But there is a
great-deal of concern on the part of
some of us as to the bringing in of this
new phrase, “custom or practice.” It
is indefinite and may be used by chisel~-
ing employers to substantiate wage rates
in their industry which will in effect not
only hurt the employees but may hurt
other employers. The bill proposes that
the question whether certain activities
are or are not to be compensated for
under the law is to be determined by the
custom or practice of an employer. It
does not specify whether that custom
or practice is in one of the low-wage
States or one of the high-wage States
or in an adjoining town or across the
street or any other specific limitation
on the meaning of “custom or practice.”

1 submif to you that if those words
which I have asked to be eliminated are
eliminated, then the vagueness is elim-
inated and the prohibition against an
action resolves itself to the terms of an
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agreement, whether it be collective bar-
gaining or individual agreement between
employer and employee. Certainly that
is what we want to get at. If am em-
ployer and an employee have certain
terms in their agreement, certainly the
employee should not be allowed to sue
the employer for additional moneys
which are not included in that agree-
ment: That is just a matter of common
justice. That is what the committee
hopes to attain in this act which they
have presented in good faith, and it is
what I hope to attain.

I ask thai consideration be given to
take out this indefinite wording, this
phrase, “custom or practice,” and per-
mit the filing or not filing of a suit to
depend upon an agreement between the
employee and employer, whether it be a
written or verbal agreement. It could
still be substantiated in court and would
prchibit the employee from suing and
collecting any damages for something
that was not in the verbal or written
agreement,

Mr. FOLGER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield.

Mr. FOLGER. Therefore, it is not
proposed by your amendment, nor was it
proposed by the amendment offered by
the gentleman from New York, to avoid
an sgreement?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Absolutely not. I
think, as an employer myself, that the
employer and employee should have an
agreement, preferably in writing, and if
not in writing, at least verbal.

Mr. FOLGER. Is it not true when
you adopt this language “by custom or
practice of such employer” you take that
category of people entirely out of the pro-
visions of the Fair Labor Standards Act?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I think you do. I
think it would supersede it to that ex-
tent and would modify it to the extent
at least of giving a chiseling employer
grounds for substantiating a chiseling
practice against employees and against
other employers.

Mr. ROBSION. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOLIFIELD, I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. ROBSION. Does the gentleman
contend that the employee and employer
could enter into any agreement which
would take away the protection of the
minimum wagze or time and a half?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Certainly, and if
that is not the case, then this wording is
superfluous and should be removed.

Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOLTFIELD, I yield.

Mr. JENNINGS. The proposition you
are advancing is disadvantageous to the
worker,

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I do not think so.

Mr. JENNINGS. You say in effect by
your amendment that if a worker is per-
forming work which according to custom
or usage existing between him and the
employer entitles him to be paid he can-
not have that pay.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I do not think so.
The gentleman is wrong.

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from California [Mr. HoLIFIELD].
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The question was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr. HOLIFIELD)
there were—ayes 36, noes 113.

So the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

SEec. 4. No court of the United States, and
no other court, deriving jurisdiction under
or pursuant to a law of the United States,
over actions, causes of action, or proceedings
defined in this act, shall have jurisdiction to
entertain, proceed with, impose liability in,
or enter judgment upon any such action
except in accord with the conditions, limi-
tations, and policies herein prescribed,
whether or not such action was commenced
prior to the effective date of this act, except
actlons upon which final judgment was
entered prior to such effective date and from
which no appeal had been or could be taken.,

Egc. 5. This act shall apply to all actions,
causes of action, or proceedings arising under
or pursuant to the act of June 30, 1936, as
amended (49 Stat. 2037; 41 U. S, C., secs.
35-45); the act of June 25, 1938 (52 Btat.
1069; 29 U, 8. C., secs. 201-219); and the act
of August 30, 1935, as amended (49 Stat.
1011; 40 U. 8. S, secs. 276a-276c). Any
parts of sald acts inconsistent with any pro-
vision of this act are to such extent hereby
repealed.

Mr. PRICE of Ilinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment, which I send
to the Clerk’s deck.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Price of Illi-
nois: On page 6, after line 24, insert the
following new section:

“Spc. 6. Nothing contained herein shall
permit the lowering of any existing wage or
hour standards now contained in any laws
of the United States mentioned in section 5
hereof.”

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I have offered this section as an amend-
ment to this measure in order to clarify
its effect on existing laws that have be-
come cornerstones in cur basic indus-
trial economy.

I am certain that anyone who will ap-
proach this matter in a fair-minded way
will agree that it is not the intent of the
authors of the bill to disturb existing
wage and hours structures provided for
in other laws. In the event that the
Davis-Bacon Act, the Walsh-Healey Act
or the minimum wage provisions of the
Fair Labor Standards Act were disturbed
it would be a death blow to thousands of
unorganized American workers who are
now working under substandard condi-
tions.

The leaders of both major parties have
committed themselves to increases in the
minimum wage provisions of the Fair
Labor Standards Act. I feel certain that
had this bill been considered by the Com-
mittee on Education and Lahor of the
House, who are experts in legislative mat-
ters affecting labor relations, provision
would have been made to prohibit the
lowering of any existing wage or hour
standards as mentioned above.

I sincerely hope that the House will
adopt this section as an amendment in
order to guard against a recession in the
progress of America’s underprivileged
workmen.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Illinois has expired.

Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

FEBRUARY 28

Mr. Chairman, I am sure the gentle-
man offers this amendment in the same
spirit that actuated the committee.
That is, that nothing will be done here
which will damage the great essential
features of the wage-and-hour law.
Nevertheless, I think the adoption of this
amendment might bring considerable
danger to this bill. I will read the
amendment:

Nothing contained herein shall permit the
lowering of any existing wage or hour stand-
ards now contained in any laws of the United
States mentioned in Section 5 hereof.

That means any law of the United
States as presently construed by the
highest court of the land. The very
thing we are trying to do here is to dis-
agree with the construction of the
wage-hour law put on it by the Supreme
Court. For example, the Supreme Court
has construed the workweek provision
to include as compensable time, time
which was agreed should not be com-
pensable. That is the law now, that is
the standard now of the wage-hour law
as interpreted by the Supreme Court.
It is now interpreted to include certain
travel time, certain preliminary activi-
ties which it had been agreed by em-
ployers and employees either by agree-
ment or through customs and practices
were not compensable. Now we are
taking that out, and I suppose in that
particular we are reducing the standard
of the wage-hour law as interpreted by
the court.

I suggest that the amendment be voted
down.,

Mr.: JENNINGS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa. I yield.

Mr. JENNINGS. In other words, this
amendment is an effort to suspend and
take away from the Congress the right
to express its legislative will on this prop-
osition.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa. I yield.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I do not know
whether I heard the gentleman aright
or not, but did the gentleman make the
statement or admit the fact that this
bill would reduce the wage standards
under the present Fair Labor Standards
Act?

Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa. I am sure the
gentleman heard me; I am sure the
gentleman understands me,

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Will the gentleman
please explain what he said to me?

Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa. I will explain
it again. We have been very careful to
put nothing in this law which would take
away the essential features of the wage-
hour law. The very thing which has
caused the trouble is that the Supreme
Court has given it a construction which
will result in raising, if you want to say
that, the wage standards of certain work-
ers of this country by $6,000,000.000 at
the expense of everybody else. That is
just exactly what we are trying here to
prevent.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Does not the gen-
tleman believe that this bill will go far
beyond that?

Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa. No, no; cer-
tainly not. The bill is designed to over-
come the decision of the Supreme Court.
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Mr. HOLIFIELD. The gentleman
does not believe that this is only a bill
to prevent portal-to-portal pay suits,
does he? He means, does he, that it does
not go beyond that factor?

Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa. All I am say-
ing is this: I am afraid this amendment
may introduce a very disastrous factor
into the bill. It may upset the entire
bill. Possibly I am not making myself
clear, but this might nullify the very
thing we are trying to do in this bill.

Mr. HALLECEK. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, GWYNNE of Iowa. I yield.

Mr. HALLECEKE. The gentleman’s
amendment, if adopted, might be so con-
strued as to reinstate portal-to-portal
pay suits.

Mr. GWYNNE of Towa. Absolutely.

Mr. HALLECK. And that is the very
thing we are trying to stop. -

Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa. That is ex-
actly what I am getting at; in other
words, the law will be as construed by the
last decision of the Supreme Court, ex-
actly what we are trying to get away
from.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Iowa has expired.

The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Illinois.

The amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

Bec. 6. If any provision or portion of any
provision of this act or the application
thereof to any person or circumstance is held
invalid, the remainder of this act and the ap-
plication of such provision or portion thereof
to other persons or circumstances shall not
be affected thereby.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the Chair,
Mr. JeNkINs of Ohio, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on- the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee having had under considera-
tion the bill (H. R. 2157) to define and
limit the jurisdiction of the courts, to
regulate actions arising under certain
laws of the United States, and for other
purposes, pursuant to House Resolution
117, he reported the bill back to the
House.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous guestion is ordered.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time and was read the
third time.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to recommit.

The SPEAEER. Is the gentleman op-
posed to the bill?

Mr. CELLLER. I am, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the motion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. CELLER moves to recommit H. R. 2157
to the Committee on the Judiclary with in-
structions to report the same back forthwith
with the following amendment: On page 3,
line 17, strike out “l1 year” and insert "2
years."”

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the motion to

recommit.
The previous question was ordered.
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The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion to recommit.

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. CELLER) there
were—ayes 42, noes 219.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I demand
the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were refused.

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
passage of the bill.

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 345, nays 56, not voting 31,
as follows:

[Roll No. 16]
YEAS—345
Abernethy Coudert Hill
Albert Courtney Hinshaw
Allen, Calif. Cox - Hobbs
Allen, II1. Cravens Hoeven
Allen, La Crawlord Hoffman
Almond Crow Holmes
Andersen, Hope
H. Carl Curtis Horan
Anderson, Calif. Dague Howell
Andresen, D'Alesandro Jackson, Calif.
August H Davis, Tehn, Jarman
Andrews, Ala. Dawson, Utah Jenison
Andrews, N. ¥. Deane Jenkins, Ohio
Angell Devitt Jenkins, Pa.
Arénds D'Ewart Jennings
Arnold Dirkesen Jensen :
Auchincloss Dolliver Johnson, Calif.
Bakewell Dondero Johnson, Iil.
Banta Donohue Johnson, Ind.
Barden Johnson, Tex.
Barrett Doughton Jones, Ala.
Bates, Ky Drewry Jones, N. C.
Bates, Mass Durham Jones, Ohio
Battle Eaton Jonkman
Beall Elliott Judd
Beckworth Ellis Eean
Bell Ellsworth Kearney
Bender Elsaecser Eearns
Bennett, Mich. Elston Eeating
Bennett, Mo Engel, Mich. Keefe
Bishop Evins Kefauver
Blackney Fallon Eerr
Bland Fellows Kersten, Wis.
Boges, Del Fenton Eilburn
Bolton Fernandez Kilday
Boykin Ficher Enutson
Bradley, Calif. Flannagan Eunkel
Bradley, Mich. Fletcher Landis
Bramblett Folger Lanham
Brehm Foote Larcade
Brooks Fuiton Latham
Brown, Ga. Gallagher Lea
Brown, Ohio Gamble LeCompte
Bryson Gary LeFevre
Buck Gavin Lemke
Buflett Gearhart Lewis
Bulwinkle Giffora Lodge
Burke Gillette Love
Burleson Gillie Lucas
Bushey Goff Lyle
Butler Goodwin McConnell
Byrnes, Wis. Gossett McCowen
Camp Graham McDonough
Canfield Grant, Ala. McDowell
Cannon Grant, Ind. McGarvey
Carson Gregory McGregor
“Case, N. J Grifiths McMahon
Case, 8. Dak Gross McMillan, 8. C.
Chadwick Gwinn, N. Y.  McMillen, IIl,
Chapman Gwynne, Jowa MacKinnon
Cheilf Hale Mahon
Chenoweth Hall, Maloney
Chiperfield Edwin Arthur Manasco
Church Hall, Martin, Iowa
Clark Leonard W. Mason
Clason Halleck Mathews
Clevenger Hand Meade, Md.
Olippinger Hardy Merrow
Cofin Harless, Ariz. Meyer
Cole, Kans Harness, Ind. Michener
Cole, Mo Harris Miller, Conn,
Cole, N. Y. Harrison Miller, Md.
Colmer Hartley Miller, Nebr.
Combs Hébert Mills
Cooley Hedrick Mitchell
per Herter Monroney
Corbett Heselton Morris
Cotton Hess Morton

Muhlenberg Riehlman Stratton
Mundt Riley Sundstrom
Murdock Rivers Taber
Murray, Tenn. Rigley Talle
Murray, Wis.  Robertson Taylor
Nixon Robsion Teague
Nodar Rockwell Thomas, N. J.
Norblad Rogers, Fla. Thomas, Tex
Norman R Thomason
O'Hara Rohrbough Tibbott
O'Konski Tollefson
Owens Russzell Towe

Pace Badlak Trimble
Passman Bt. George

Patman born Vail
Patterson Sarbacher Van Zandt
Peden Basscer Vinson
Peterson Bchwabe, Mo, Vorys
Philbin Schwabe, Okla. Vursell
Phillips, Calif. Scoblick Wadsworth
Phillips, Tenn. Scott, Hardle Walter
Plckett Serivoner Weichel
Ploeser Seely-Brown West
Plumley Wheeler
Poage Short Whitten
Potts Sikes Whittington
Preston Simpson, Il Wigglesworth
Price, Fla. Simpeon. Pa.

_Priest Smith, Kans. Wilson, Ind.
Rains Smith, Maine Wilson, Tex.
Ramey Smith, Ohio Winstead
Rankin Smith, Va Wolcott
Rayburn Smith, Wis. Wolverton
Reed, Ill. Snyder Wood
Reed, N. Y. Springer Worley
Rees Stanley Youngblood
Reeves Stefan Zimmerman
Rich Stevenson
Richards Stigler

NAYS—56

Blatnik Holifleld Marcantonio
Bloom Huber Meade, Ky.
Brophy Hull Miller, Calif.
Buchanan Jackson, Wash, Morgan
Buckley Javits Norton
Byrne, N. Y. Johnsen, Okla, O'Brien
Carroll Earsten, Mo. O'Toole
Celler KEee Pieifer
Crosser Eelley Powell
Dingell Eennedy Price, 111
Douglas Eeogh Rabin
Eberharter Eing Rayfiel
Fogarty Kirwan Rooney
Forand Kleln Babath
Gordon Lane Badowskl
Gorskl Lesinski Bomers

Lynch Spence
Hart McCormack Weich
Havenner Madden

NOT VOTING—31

Boggs, La. Gerlach Mansfield, Tex.
Bonner Gore Morrison
Clements Hagen Norrell
Davis, Ga. Hays Poulson
Dawson, Ill. Heffernan Redden
Delaney Hendricks Scott,
Domengegux  Jones, Wash, Hugh D., Jr,
Engle, Calif. Lusk Sheppard
Feicghan Macy Smathers
Fuller Mansfield, Stockman
Gathings Mont. Woodruff

So the bill was passed.
The Clerk announced the following

pairs:
On this vote:
Mr. Davis of Georgla for, with Mr. Feighan
against. ;
Mr, Redden for, with Mr. Delaney against.
Mr. Woodruff for, with Mr. Dawson of Illi-

nois against.

General pairs:

Mr. Macy with Mr. Bonner,

Mr. Jones of Washington with Mr. Gath-
ings.

Mr. Hagen with Mr. Heffernan.

Mr. Hugh D. Scott, Jr., with Mr. Smathers,

Mr. Fuller with Mr. Engle of Callfornia.

Mr. Stockman with Mr, Boggs of Louisiana.

Mr. Poulson with Mr. Morrison.

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Speaker, is the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Huce D.
SBcortT, Jr.] paired as voting “aye”?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is not
paired.
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The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND REMARKS

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have five legislative days in which
to extend their own remarks on H. R.
2157 just passed.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mich-
igan?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARES

Mr. REED of New York asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Appendix of the REcorp and in-
clude a report of Mr. Hoover to the Pres-
ident of the United States on the food
situation in Germany.,

Mr. REED of New York asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Recorb and include an article that
appeared on February 25 in Pathfinder.

M. SHAFER. Mr. Speaker, the other
day I asked and obtained unanimous
consent to extend my remarks in the
REecorp and include a magazine article
from Plain Talk. I am informed by the
Public Printer that this will exceed two
pages of the Recorp and will cost $230.75,
but I ask that it be printed notwith-
standing that fact.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
notwithstanding the cost, the extension
may be made.

There was no objection.

Mr. BURKE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp in reference to the death of two
outstanding Ohioans.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the ReEcorp and include a news-
paper article.

Mr. LODGE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include a speech by Hon.
JosepH W. MARTIN.

Mr, GAVIN asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the ReEcorp and include an
editorial.

Mr. TIBBOTT asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include a speech made by
the Honorable RicHARD M. Simpson, of
Pennsylvania, delivered at Philadelphia.

Mr. KEARNS asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a speech of the
Speaker of the House.

Mr. BYRNE of New York asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the ReEcorp and include an edi-
torial appearing in the New York Herald
Tribune of Friday, February 28, 1947,
entitled “Mr. Truman Grows.”

Mr. BRYSON asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include an editorial from his
home town newspaper.

Mr. MADDEN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a communication
from the American Lithuanian Council
of Lake County, Ind.
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Mr. KELLEY asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
RECORD.

Mr. BLATNIK asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp on H. R. 2157.

Mr. EEFAUVER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include excerpts from two
editorials.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. EEFAUVER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that on Thursday
next after disposition of matters on the
Speaker’s desk and at the conclusion of
any special orders heretofore entered,
I may be permitted to address the House
for 20 minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

RECORDING OF VOTE

Mr. BANTA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that I may be re-
cg{ded as voting “yea” on the last roll
call.

The SPEAKER. The Chair is obliged
to inform the gentleman that he cannot
be recorded in that way. Was the gen-
tleman here and did he answer to his
name when called?

Mr. BANTA. I did not hear my name
called.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman may
ask unanimous consent to have the roll
call corrected.

Mr. BANTA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous cogsent that the last roll call
be corrected to show me as voting “yea.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to

the request of the gentleman from Mis-

souri?
There was no objection.

ADJOURNMENT OVER

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the House
adjourns today it adjourn to meet at
noon on Monday next.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Indi-
ana?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. WEICHEL (at the request of Mr.
HaLLECK) was given permission to ex-
tend his remarks in the REcorp.

Mr. WORLEY asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
RECORD.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that on Tuesday next,
at the conclusion of the legislative pro-
gram of the day and following any spe-
cial orders heretofore entered, I may be
permitted to address the House for 30
minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR
AERONAUTICS—MESSAGE FROM THE
FRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES

The SPEAEKER laid before the House
the following message from the Presi-
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dent of the United States, which was
read, and, together with the accompany-
ing papers, referred to the Committees
on Armed Services and Interstate and
Foreign Commerce:

To the Congress of the United States:

In compliance with the provisions of
the act of March 3, 1915, establishing the
National Advisory Committee for Aero-
nautics, I transmit herewith the Thirty-
second Annual Report of the Committee
covering the fiscal year 1946, and con-
taining a review of the unreported war
years.

HarRY S. TRUMAN.
TrHE WHITE HOUSE, February 28, 1947.

The SPEAKER. Under previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. Sapowski] is recognized
for 20 minutes.

THE COMING MOSCOW CONFERENCE—
POLAND'S WESTERN BOUNDARY IS ON
THE ODER AND NEISSE RIVERS

Mr. SADOWSKI Mr. Speaker, I have
before me the results of a Gallup poll
taken from a clipping in the Washington
Post dated February 7. The poll indi-
cates that the overwhelming sentiment
among the peoples of five allied na-
tions—the United States, Great Britain,
Canada, Holland, and France—is that
the warlike ideals of Germany have not
been rooted out, and that she will one
day become an aggressor nation again.

Mr. Speaker, I feel that the results of
this poll deserve careful consideration by
my fellow colleagues, by our foreign
policy makers, and particularly by Sec-
retary Marshall. For here we have, less
than 2 weeks away from the Moscow
Conference, when the great powers will
tackle the core of the peace problem—
Germany—an expression on the part of
the peace-loving peoples of five allied
nations that they are fearful that we are
rebuilding Germany's war machine so
that some day it will be able to threaten
world peace again. :

As March 10, the date of the opening
of the Peace Conference, approaches, we
hear expressions of sympathy for Ger-
many with increasing frequency. More
and more we are told that the rapid
reconstruction of Germany, before it is
denazified and democraticized, is essen-
tial to world peace. This is simultane-
ously accompanied with a “get tough
with our allies” attitude. In some circles
our wartime reliance upon our allies to
help us defeat Germany has now been
replaced by a reliance upon Germany to
assure peace.

This attitude has alarmed the con-
stituents of my district, as well as myself
and many of my friends. I come from
Detroit, Mich. I come from a district
largely populated by Americans of Polish
descent—a district which took no second
place in its contributions toward victory.
From this district flowed a steady stream
of arms and munitions which hastened
the end of the war. All the various
phases of activities to promote the war
effort found enthusiastic support in my
district. To many of the people there

' the complete destruction of the German

war machine would provide a twofold
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satisfaction, for they knew what it would
mean to their kinfolk in Poland.

They are disturbed by the growing
feeling of compassion for those respon-
sible for World War II, which is com-
bined with a more calloused and harsh
approach to our ally, Poland. When
they hear new proposals which would
reward Germany at the exXpense of its
victims, they feel that it is time to protest.

They are aware of the great sacrifices
of Poland and cannot grasp why an ally
that was never found wanting by us in
6 years that it fought overwhelming odds
should today find its considerations sec-
ondary to those of Germany in the think-
ing of certain circles in this country and
abroad. Perhaps this would be a good
piace to refresh our memories and im-
press us of our moral obligations to a
heroic people by presenting some sta-
tistics. Six million one hundred and four
thousand nine hundred and ninety Poles
were tortured, burned alive, and mur-
dered by the Nazi butchers. This in-
cludes millions of women and children.
Nearly a million civilians have suffered
heavy injuries of the body and mind.
This was the human cost to Poland of
German aggression.

Since, in our approach toward the
peace treaty with Germany, the ques-
tion of the western frontiers of Poland
plays such an important role, I think it
is necessary for a clarification of Amer-
ican policy to eliminate some of the con-
fusion and distortion which has been in-
jected into the case. It is important to
the United States that this problem be
settled justly and correctly, for it will
be one of the pillars of the future peace
structure. Failure to do so will endan-
ger world peace and possibly involve our
country in another world war.

A brief examination of the develop-
ments affecting the question of the Po-
lish frontier in the west up to the pres-
ent moment might contribute to a bet-
ter understanding of the problem.

It was at the Crimean Conference in
February of 1945 that the Big Three
agreed that the eastern border of Poland
should follow the Curzon line with a few
digressions in favor of Poland and in
return for which the three heads of gov-
ernment recognized “that Poland must
receive substantial accessions of - terri-
tory in the north and west.”

Poland agreed to accept this decision
and proceeded to make the painful re-
adjustments which such a revision of
its eastern borders entailed, accepting
in good faith the pledge made by all
three governments that she would be
compensated in the north and west by
“substantial accessions of territory.”

The Big Three further agreed that:

The opinion of the new Polish Provisional
Government of National Unity should be
sought in due course on the extent of these
accessions and that the final delimitation
of the western frontier of Poland should
thereafter await the peace conference.

At Potsdam on®August 2, 1945, both
pledges were realized. After consulta-
tion with representatives of Poland, the
Big Three agreed to grant “substantial
accessions of territory” to that country.
The Potsdam accord declared that:

The three heads of government agree that,
pending the final determination of Poland's
western frontier, the former German terri-
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tories east of the line running from the Bal-
tic Sea immediately west of Swinemunde,
and thence along the Oder River to the con-
fluence of the western Neisse River and along
the western Neisse to the Czechoslovak fron-
tier, including that portion of East Prussia
not placed under the administration of the
Union of Soviet Sociallst Republics in ac-
cordance with the understanding reached
at this conference and including the former
Free City of Danzig, shall be under the ad-
ministration of the Polish State and for
such purposes should not be considered as
part of the Soviet zone of occupation. .

The language is clear and the implica-
tion is obvious. There is not the slight-
est suggestion that the frontier defined
was simply a demarcation line. This
decision was hailed joyously by the Polish
people, who now, with the return of their
former areas, could look to & happier
future.

It is obvious that the Potsdam Confer-
ence was not the peace conference and
that any steps undertaken there would
have to await formal ratification at the
peace conference when it would be held.
Here only the principles and bases for
the peace conference were under prepa-
ration, and one of the most important,
dealt with the question of Poland and it
cannot be shrugged off through any ver-
bal gymnastics or ingenious interpreta-
tions.

Following the Potsdam Conference,
specific agreements were reached within
the Inter-Allied Commission on the
evacuation of Germans from the areas
granted Poland, which further imple-
mented Potsdam and which permit of no
misinterpretation as to the proposed per-
manency of that frontier.

The attack upon the Potsdam decisions
and specifically in reference to Poland
was launched by Winston Churchill at
Fulton, Mo., where he wept bitter tears
over the sad fate of those who only re-
cently were dropping bombs on the de-
fenseless women and children in London,
Paris, Prague, Warsaw, and scores of
other heavily populated areas. This
stanch defender of the British Empire,
which seethes with unrest and strife, took
his place in the vanguard of those who
defend the Germans when he charged
that the Polish Government “has been
encouraged to make enormous and
wrongful inroads upon Germany, and
mass expulsions of millions of Germans
on 3 scale grievous and undreamed of are
now taking place.”

But the American people are alarmed
most not by what Churchill, who was
decisively repudiated.by the English peo-
ple, said, but by the statement made by
former Secretary of State James H.
Byrnes at Stuttgart. Byrnes gave hope
to the unrepentant Germans when he
declared on September 6, 1946, that:

The United States will support the revi-
sion of these (western and northern) fron-
tiers in Poland’s favor. However, the extent
of the area to be ceded to Poland must be
determined when the final settlement is
agreed upon.

I was disturbed by the implications in
the Stuttgart speech, as were many of
my constituents who had looked to the
United States to take the leadership in
living up to the spirit and intent of the
Big Three commitments to Poland made

-at Crimea and Potsdam. The Big Three
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had committed itself to grant Poland
substantial accessions of ferritory, and
at Potsdam compensated Poland with
39,000 square miles of territory for its
loss of 69,000 square miles in the east.
To lessen the amount of territory granted
as suggested in the Stuttgart speech
would be to take it out of the realm of
substantial compensation.

Understandably, the Polés and all of
the Slavs are more than perturbed by
these developments. The hobnailed boot
of the Nazi aggressor is still a very fresh
memory in every Slav home in Europe.
Recollections of the unexampled besti-
ality of the Germans will live for gener-
ations and every move that would
strengthen Germany is regarded with
great doubt and suspicion. When one
keeps this in mind, one cannot help but
be surprised at the remarkable restraint
of their criticism of the suggestion that
there is a possibility that the Germans
will again be provided with a dagger
aimed at the heart of the Slav nations in
the form of areas rightfully Poland's.
Two world wars were largely fought on
Slav soil—they do not want a third to
devastate it again.

Since the Stuttgart speech there have
been many inspired stories in the press
quoting responsible sources calling for
the return of Pomerania and Branden-
burg to Germany. Some Congressmen,
and even congressional committees, have
joined the press and radio in the hue
and cry to defend German interests at-
tempting to justify their position in
various ways, with which I will deal later.

It is interesting to note here that those
who cried most loudly against the in-
justice done Poland at Crimea when the
Curzon line was accepted -as Poland’s
eastern border are among the most vehe-
ment and determined to see.that the
Potsdam accord which compensated Po-
land for its loss of territory in the east be
violated grossly. ‘It might also be in order
to make the observation that those who
shed themselves of isolationism rather
belatedly are numbered among the most
ardent defenders of the “poor Germans.”
They are, at least, consistent.

A profoundly disturbing document
was released recently which attempts to
make a case for the need to rebuild Ger-
many while simultaneously calling for
cutting off all forms of assistance to
our allies in Europe. It was the House
joint committee report released Decem-
ber 30, 1946, by my colleague, the gentle-
man from Mississippi, Representative
CoLMer. Its solicitude and good will
toward the Germans, whose crimes
against humanity have been unequaled,
is alarming.

This report takes us, the Congress,
to task for having made “inadequate
provisions for feeding both Germany and
Austria.” At the same time it calls for
the liquidation of UNRRA which was,
and continues to be, so important to the
rehabilitation of the victims of Nazi
ageression and degradation.

It does not require prophetic power to
show that a continuation of this plight for
Germany—

Declares the report—
means slow starvation and disease on &
widespread basis to say nothing of the effect
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upon the working ability and political un-
rest of the population.

It then proposes that:

An immediate increase in the funds avail-
able to the Army for relief to bring the
ration up to a real subsistence level is essen-
tial and should be regarded as the most
serious emergency action immediately con-
fronting American foreign policy.

There are, at the moment, 3,500,000
children in Poland who need additional
nourishment. Two million five hundred
thousand children require medical care.
There are 1,000,000 orphans in desperate
need of assistance in a country which
fought the full fury of the Nazi Wehr-
macht for several years before we entered
the fray against Germany, and the Col-
mer report runs history upside down
and declares that the “most serious
emergency action confronting American
foreign policy” is to feed the Germans.

A stranger unacquainted with the
events of the last decade could only con-
clude that Germany had been our ally
in the last World War, and that Poland,
France, Czechoslovakia, and our other
European allies were our enemies. He
could only conclude that Germany must
be rewarded for its role, and the other
nations punished.

But the report raises an even more
fundamental problem: Are we to rebuild
Germany first or are we to rebuild those
nations destroyed by Germany? Are we
to again establish Germany as the domi-
nant European power, or are we to guar-
antee the peace of Europe by rebuilding
its neighbors? The problem comes down
to that. The American people, I am con-
vineed, do not want a Germany that will
be a threat to world peace again.

The Colmer report adopts the position
that a loan should be granted Germany
and that no loan should be granted to
the greatest victim of German brutality,
Poland. It states:

In the final report of the committee, there-
fore, a special emphasis has been put upon
the key problems which revolve around the
position of Germany and Austria in the
European economy because of their crucial
import to the recovery of western Europe.

This approach is so reminiscent of the
post World War I period which saw Ger-
many rebuilt, granted loans and conces-
sions, wooed by world powers and placed
in the position where it challenged the
world to combat and left over 30,000,000
dead on fields of battle.

I deal at length with this report be-
cause I am firmly convinced that this ap-
proach can only do irreparable harm to
the cause of world peace and security.
I am of the opinion that no Germany, but
the victims of German aggression should
be reconstructed. It is my considered
opinion that the reconstruction of Poland
and the development of its recovered
territories has greater importance for
Europe and world peace than the resur-
rection of Germany. I cannot forget
that we who bailed Poland as the in-
spiration of the world during the war
have a deep responsibility toward her.
It is no accident that the Colmer report
derived satisfaction from the Bgyrnes
Stuttgart speech which it says “reminded
the world that the western boundaries
are not yet drawn,” while at the same
time it calls for a return of railroad cars
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from Poland to Germany, a step which
would further cripple Poland's economy
which relies so much upon its coal pro-
duction.

Further, in the last few weeks we have
been showered with reasons which pur-
port to prove why Pomerania and Bran-
denburg should be returned to Germany.
All sorts of spurious arguments have
been advanced which will not hold water
upon closer examination in an effort to
camouflage the real reasons behind the
desire to return these age-old Polish
areas to Germany.

An Associated Press dispatch dated
December 29, 1946, which was promi-
nently displayed on the front pages of
the American press declarea that:

The American position will be that Ger-
many cannot be self-sustaining with the loss
of 26 percent of her best agricultural land
and that this loss will only provide for a new
war, these sources (that is responsible sources
in Berlin) =aid.

It referred to Pomerania and Bran-
denburg,

There is a remarkable coincidence be-
tween this line and that followed by the
German delegation at the Versailles
Peace Conference. There the Germans
talked about these areas being economi-
cally indispensable to Germany, but con-
veniently forgot to mention that in com-
parison with the rest of Germany they
were not economically developed.

What are the facts? These areas are
no more indispensable to Germany after
this war than they were after the first.
I want to quote Dr. Wilhelm Volz, pro-
fessor at the Leipzig University, who in
one of his most important works issued
in 1930, wrote that:

For the German Reich the east plays no
role whatsoever as a supplier of wheat and
a quite insignificant role as a supplier of rye.
The Reich has no need whatever of the east
for its supply of potatoes.

Dr. Volz points out that the Polish re-
covered territories supplied the Reich
with only 0.77 percent of wheat, 4.53 per-
cent of rye, 2.27 percent of potatoes, 5.68
percent of pigs, and with 2.75 percent of
cattle.

And in a letter to the Manchester
Guardian on November 15, 1946, Prof.
W. J. Rose, of the London University,
said that on the basis of prewar German
statistics, the territories lost to Germany
supplied the rest of the Reich with 0.86
percent of the total wheat, 5.1 percent
of rye, and 2.7 percent of potatoes.
These figures include areas now ceded
to Russia.

The same conclusions were reached by
many other German scholars who can-
not be considered prejudiced toward
Germany.

Further, there has been a constant
migration of Germans from these areas
over the recent years, leaving them so
depopulated of Germans that they de-
pended upon Polish migratory farm
workers for harvesting the fields. Pom-
erania and Brandenburg by no stretch
of the imagination can be termed a
granary of a peacetime Germany.

But the German delegation at Ver-
sailles fought for the retention of these
lands for a much more important rea-
son. They are a first-rate military base
for operations in the east, and World
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War II confirmed that indisputably.
We cannot shut out eyes to this danger.
We cannot be lulled to sleep by that
familiar refrain harking back to the pe-
riod before World War II, that Germany
could never again wage war.

On the contrary, it can be proven that
these territories never were indispensable
to Germany and constitute a hinterland
for Poland now needed as never before
in its history.

German written history is replete with
reference to Pomerania, Brandenburg,
and Silesia as colonies. The many years
of Germanization and colonization never
succeeded. The Prussian east as it was
known, had the lowest density of popu-
lation as a result of the exodus of Ger-
man colonizers in the last century. It
was impossible to sow the fields and reap
the harvests without Polish labor. The
huge estates of the Junkers would have
been forced to lie fallow if Poles were
not seasonally employed. In marked
contrast, there was a dense population
across the border in Poland with suffi-
cient surplus labor to migrate seasonally
to sow and reap the German harvest.
Minus the lands of the east, Poland to-
day more desperately than ever, requires
its lands in the west.

A further point emphasizing the fact
that these lands were considered as a
colony was the presence of only 1,500,000
Germans in all of these territories as of
July 1945. The Germans had fled into
their native land.

Where, then, is the argument ad-
vanced by some German apologists today
that Poland cannot exploit the land and
that the economy of Europe requires
that they be returned to Germany?
They have simply turned the facts topsy-
turvy. The only guaranty that these
lands will be fully exploited to balance
the food supply of all of Europe is their
possession by Poland from whom they
had been wrested by conquest.

Now, for the first time in its history,
the Polish Nation has an opportunity to
develop a healthy, industrial economy.
The return of Stettin, Pomerania, and
the control of the Oder River insures
rapid expansion of the Silesian indus-
tries and the possibility of unlimited for-
eign trade. Pomerania and Branden-
burg are rich in agricultural potentials.
In the recovered territories are situated
25 percent of Poland’s textile industries,
30 percent of her metal production, and
50 percent of her freight-car and trolley
manufacturing plants, according to a re-
cent dispatch from Marguerite Higgins
in the New York Herald Tribune, dated
February 19. With the acquisition of
these areas, the mining and industrial
production, which amounted to 215
zlotys per head before the war, will show
an increase to 324—or 96 percent. The
Polish cotton industry will increase pro-
duction by 30 percent; wool industry by
60 percent; linen industry by 25 percent;
sugar industry, 60 percent; cement in-
dustry by 30 percent; steel by 100 per-
cent.

But, without the recovered territories,
Poland’s 3-year plan for economic recon-
struction will be severely wrecked. The
five or six million Poles who will have re-
settled in these areas would have to live
in a much smaller area. It would mean
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overpopulation, unemployment, and low
consumption, which not only would
cripple Poland’s economic recovery and
lower the standards of its people consid-
erably, but would have drastic effects on
world trade. For its reconstruction Po-
land desperately needs heavy machinery.
America has this needed commodity. In
the interests of American businessmen,
Poland should retain these territories.
In the hands of the Germans these terri-
tories would once again provide the base
for international cartels, which benefit,
not the independent businessman in
Allin:rica. but the cartelist and monop-
olist.

The economic, political, and social
achievements that have been realized in
these territories since Potsdam solidifies
Poland’s claim to these lands. Devas-
tated areas have been rebuilt. Trans-
portation and communication lines have
been repaired. Over 4,000,000 Poles have
been resettled, while only approximately
500,000 Germans remain. Factories and
industries are flourishing.

Here are some figures: As of August
1946, 825 factories were operating, em-
ploying 226,305 workers, or 13 percent of
the total for all Poland; 10,000,000 tons
of coal were produced last year; the
lower Silesian mines produced 60 per-
cent more coke than the Germans did in
1939; despite the complete destruction of
nearly all factories and the removal of all
machinery the metal industry in the re-
covered territories has been built, and
is now producing 19 percent of the over-
all Polish production; the ports of Stet-
tin, Danzig, and Gdynia, which were
mined and blocked by sunken ships when
the Poles received them, are back in op-
eration. Prussian estates have been and
still are being broken up and parceled
among the peasants.

In the field of cultural advancement,
much progress has been made also;
trade-union membership in lower Silesia
exceeds 12,000; there are 4,000 schools of
all types, three polytechnics, one univer-
sity, and one academy of medicine; there
are about 1,000 kindergartens and 130
homes for children; there are 31 news-
papers and magazines, and 800 libraries;
about 6,000 workers have been trained
in special courses; over 80 industrial
schools have been organized, training
9,000 pupils.

In short, the foundations for a fuller
and better life have been laid. If these
territories are taken away from Poland,
all the good that has been accomplished
will be undone. It would mean misery,
privation, and despair for the millions
of Poles who are now permanently re-
settled there.

What are the guardians of German
interests doing when they ask that these
territories revert to the Germans?

When at Potsdam, the accord of the
Big Three was reached and the western
territories reverted to Poland’s posses-
sion, the Polish Nation embarked on one
of the greatest tasks in European his-
tory—the resettlement and reconstruc-
tion of a war-devastated area which
involved the movement of millions of
people. The enormity of the problem
is difficult to grasp. Since then, the bulk
of the Germans have been evacuated
and over 4,000,000 Poles resettled despite

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOQOUSE

the lack of transport, food supplies,
housing, medical supplies, and services.
All public bodies had to be reconstituted
and a million-and-one complicated sit-
uations resolved at a tremendous cost of
both money and expenditure of human
energy. Order has replaced chaos. Fal-
low fields have been resown. Devasta-
tion repaired. Transport and commu-
nications lines reestablished. The pre-
conditions for an expanding and richer
life were being fulfilled.

And with this as a background, just
to pose the question of the return of
these areas to Germany seems like a
crime against the Polish people. In fact,
it is rewarding the aggressor at the ex-
pense of the victim. Not only was Po-
land devastated by the Germans but she
now also would have to reconstruct terri-
tories deserted by the Germans for the
Germans. That is exactly what it means
to raise any doubt about the permanency
of Poland’s western frontier.

From whatever angle you examine the
question of Poland’s recovered terri-
tories, you cannot help but be convinced
of the justice of the decision reached at
Potsdam,

Militarily it means that Germany will
be deprived of a huge arsenal of war in
Silesia. The Junkers, arch proponents
of militarism and the “Drang Nach
Osten” policy, will be rooted out from
their huge estates in Pomerania and
Brandenburg. Germany will be deprived
of a place d'armes for future aggression.
Poland will be provided a defensible fron-
tier based on the Baltic, the Oder, and
the Neisse Rivers—a frontier which now
will have decreased almost fivefold from
1,180 miles to approximately 250. This
is a practical program for the disarma-
ment of Germany.

Historically it will mean the righting
of a grievous wrong done Poland. The
area between the Oder and the Vistula
Rivers was the cradle of the Polish Na-
tion. Poland was deprived of these lands
through the aggression of Teutonic
hordes. Until the German invasions
Silesia was uninterruptedly Polish and
from there came several of her kings.
Despite many years of the most unmerci-
ful Germanization, the Germans did not
succeed in sccomplishing their task.
From 1919 to 1921 there were three suc-
cessive uprisings of Poles in this area,
only subdued by the greatest brutality.
Stettin was Poland’s outpost on the Baltic
which was seized by conquest together
with Pomerania and Brandenburg.
These areas are studded with ruins of
Polish castles and churches. Historical
archives are replete with evidence of the
Polish character of these lands. Archeo-
logical excavations further confirm Po-
land’s just claims to this area. The cul-
tural ties of this area were never severed
with Poland.

Economically, these lands were always
a hinterland of Poland. The economic
interdependence of Poland and Silesia
was- freely admitted by the Germans.
Except in time of war, Silesia had to rely
upon Poland to keep its industries going.
Its fields in Pomerania and Brandenburg
couid not produce without Polish labor.
The return of Silesia provides Poland
with an industrial base which prewar Po-
land lacked and as a result fell hefore the
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Nazi onslaught. By the return of Stettin
and Pomerania, Poland has been pro-
vided with broad access to the sea routes
of the world, and, with the possibility
of developing its foreign trade to record
proportions. Its control of the Oder
River assures the rapid expansion of
Silesia which is indispensable for the task
of reconstructing war-devastated Poland.
For the first time in its history Poland
will have the opportunity to develop a
healthy economy which will be further
assurance of a peaceful world. If the
pledges we made to Poland during the
war that we would help in her recon-
struction are to be kept, we cannot re-
treat from our position adopted at
Potsdam.

Morally, by supporting Poland's claim
to these areas, we recognize the tremen-
dous sacrifices made by the Polish people,
both in human lives as well as in material
wealth, in the common cause of victory
over the Germans. Polish arms played
an important role in recovering these
areas. Poland won back these lands not
in a war of conquest and aggression, but
in a just war against a nation which was
out to rule the world. Purthermore, this
territorial readjustment is not at the ex-
pense of Germany. Poland is being re-
warded with not one inch of German
lands. The policy is one of restoring
to the Polish people lands that had been
previously stolen from them by German
military power.

For the past 1,000 years Germany has
followed a policy of brutal military ag-
grandizement against all of its neigh-
bors and particularly against the Polish
nation and the Polish people. The ter-
ritory east of the Oder and the Neisse
Rivers is ancient Polish land which was
taken away from them by German mili-
tary power. It is time to declare an end
forever to the German policy of Drang
Nach Osten.

The Potsdam agreement has created
the basis for an ethnographically homo-
geneous Poland, uniting all of the Poles
within areas clearly Polish. They have
also created the conditions for Poland’s
most rapid recovery and development.
They have given Poland safeguards
against future German aggressions.
Had the Poland of 1939 been a homo-
geneous nation with a strong economy
and based on sirategic frontiers rightly
hers, then it should be obvious tous that
Germany would have found itself con-
fronted by a foe able to withstand its
onslaughts. The Potsdam agreement
eliminated sore spots and trouble areas
which remained after Versailles because
of the shortsightedness of the peace-
makers. To revise the Polish western
frontier is to invite trouble and conflict.
Even to raise the question is to create
doubt and distrust among the Allies to
the benefit of Germany.

Poland was the battleground of two
World Wars. Poland was repeatedly the
victim of aggression throughout history.
One of the deepest desires that the Polish
people possess is the desire for peace—
lasting peace. On that score the Poles
and the Americans think in similar
terms. To hear arguments which, in ef-
fect, imply that Poland is seeking a peace
settlement which would not assure her
of peace is simply so much balderdash.
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The traditional friendship between Po-
land and our country goes back to the
day of our Revolutionary War of Inde-
pendence, in which Kosciuszko and
Pulaski and their compatriots distin-
guished themselves. It is natural, there-
fore, that the Poles look to the United
States for support of their sacred cause,
a cause which will promote peace.

The Atlantic Charter, signed by our
late great President, Franklin D. Roose-
velt, declared that—

After the final destruction of the Nazl
tyranny they—

The signers—
hope to see established a peace which will af-
ford all nations the means of dwelling in
safety within their own boundaries and
which will afford all nations assurance that
all the men in all lands may live out their
lives in freedom from fear and want.

We recognized that principle at Pots-
dam, All that remains is that it be for-
mally acéepted at the Peace Conference
which will open at Moscow on March 10.
I think we would make a great contribu-
tion to the peace negotiations and elim-
inate a serious source of friction and de-
lay if we were to announce unequivocally
that we will live up to our commitment
at Potsdam by supporting Poland’s just
claims to Silesia, Pomerania, and Bran-
denburg. This would be a serious blow
to all those who are already conniving
and plotting for another war. It would
deprive them of the opportunity of fish-
ing in troubled waters and trying to es-
tablish blocs and unholy alliances.

The Prussians, the Junkers are now
where they belong—in Germany, on the
other side of the Oder and Neisse Rivers.
It took a long time to drive the Nazi-
Prussian barbarians off of Polish soil.
They should be kept out forever from
now on.

Mr. PEDEN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SADOWSKI. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. PEDEN. I have listened with great
interest to the gentleman’s talk on Po-
land which, in my opinion, during the
past few years constitutes the greatest
crime on the pages of American history.
However, the reasons that are given are
ones we should consider, but I should like
to ask the gentleman a question. I un-
derstand from what he has stated that
he requests aid to Poland now, which is
needed. Does the gentleman agree that
Poland is now a free country to which
aid can be given by this country?

Mr. SADOWSKI. If is a question of
aiding the Polish people. The Govern-
ment o Poland may not satisfy me, it
may not satisfy the gentleman—that
does not enter into the question. The
questior of aiding the Polish people is
something entirely different from aiding
the government. The people must be
helped. No people on the face of the
earth have suffered as much as the Pol-
ish people have for the last 6 years. No
people have been so thoroughly de-
spoiled. No nation has been so thor-
oughly ruined as has Poland. We are
not Eoing to let the Polish people con-
tinue to suffer merely because the gen-
tleman and others do not happen to like
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the government that Poland has at the
present time.

The SPEAEER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Michigan has expired.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the House by Mr. Miller, one of
his secretaries.

HOUSING FOR VETERANS (H. DOC.
NO. 151)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the President
of the United States, which was read
and referred to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency and ordered to be
printed:

To the Congress of the Uniled States:

A significant contribution to the
amount of rental housing sodirely needed
by veterans and their families at rentals
they can afford has been made during
the past year by the temporary reuse
program under title V of the Lanham
Act.

Under this program, Army barracks
and other military or civilion wartime
structures are converted into temporary
dwellings. Many of these are reused on
their sites; others are moved and set up
on the campuses of universities for the
use of student veterans. Still others
have been placed on new sites in cities
where the housing shortage is desperate.

These educational institutions, mu-
nicipalities, and other public bodies
have used their own funds tc provide
sites for these temporary reuse homes.
In many cases, also, they have provided
the necessary utilities, The Federal
Government, through the Congress,
made two appropriations, totaling $445,-
627,000, to finance its part of this pro-
gram.

Originally, it was planned to convert
war structures into 200,000 temporary
units under this program. This would,
of course, have provided accommoda-
tions for many more than 200,000 per-
sons. Rising costs of labor and building
materials, as well as rising costs caused
by the increased time required for com-
pletion due to shortages, have made it
necessary for the Government several
times during the past year to cut back
the temporary reuse program.

Prior to February 1, 1947, allocations
had been made for 158,834 units, but the
rising costs of building and the scarcity
of materials made it necessary recently
to suspend 8,357 of these. With cut-
backs which had been ordered earlier, it
now appears that it will be possible, out
of the Federal appropriations, to pro-
vide for only about 150,000 units, or ap-
proximately 25 percent fewer than was
planned. Of these 95,451 units have
been completed and around 55,000 in-
cluding suspended units are under con-
struction.

No more allocations out of the funds
available under the Lanham Act can be
made. Prior to the time cut-backs and
suspensions were ordered, as a result of
the approaching exhaustion of funds,
however, many local groups such as city
governments and educational institu-
tions, already had obligated or spent
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considerable funds of their own, as re-
quired under the Lanham Act. This
was done to acquire sites, provide utili-
ties or community facilities to accom-
modate the housing which they confi-
dently expected would be set up. In
some instances they also spent funds on
a reimbursable basis, to provide utilities
and perform other necessary work in
connection with these houses. When it
became obvious that some temporary re-
use units could not be completed at Fed-
eral expense, many local bodies set aside
funds of their own in order to bring
these units to completion.

The result is that in order for the Fed-
eral Government to fulfill its contractual
obligations a further appropriation by
the Congress of $50,000,000 is necessary.

These obligations fall into four cate-
gories:

1. Completion of all units now under
contract, including approximately 8,357
units suspended since December 14, 1946,

2. Completion o approximately 4,869
units which were canceled in previous
cut-backs.

3. Reimbursement of public bodies for
expenditures of their own funds for the
completion of approximately 400 units
which otherwise would have been
canceled.

4, Reimbursement of public bodies for
the cost of utility and other on-site work
performed by them in connection with
veterans’ temporary housing on a reim-
bursable basis.

The Federal Government must carry
out contractual obligations accepted in
good faith by educational institutions,
municipalities and other local bodies.

It is recommended, therefore, that the
authorization contained in section 502
(d) of the Lanham Act be increased by
$50,000,000 and ‘that the funds subse-
quently appropriated under the in-
creased authorization be available to
meet the four obligations specified above.

Over and above these contractual ob-
ligations, we have obvious responsibilities
to those who served their country in the
armed forces. Under our program about
half of the temporary reuse housing is
made available to colleges and other in-
stitutions of learning to house veterans
while they are studying under the terms
of the GI bill of rights. The other hous-
ing is set up in crowded cities, where
otherwise many of our returned service-
men would be unable to find accommo-
dations. Rentals of these temporary
structures average $30 per family unit.
I am sure I do not need to stress the
urgency of the completion of this pro-
gram to alleviate the stringent housing
shortage faced by so many of our
veterans.

I urge the Congress to make a further
appropriation of $50,000,000 in order that
the Government may meet its contrac-
tual obligations referred to and in order
that this phase of our continuing pro-
gram of aid to veterans may be carried
out.

HarrY S. TRUMAN.

THE WHITE HOoUSE, February 28, 1947.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to Mr, PricE of Illi-
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nois, for 3 days, March 3 to 5, inclusive,
on account of death in family.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. HALLECEK. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn,

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 3 o'clock and 24 minutes p. m.)
the House, under its previous order, ad-
journed until Monday, March 3, 1947,
at 12 o'clock noon.

COMMITTEE HEARINGJS
COMMITTEE ON PANKING AND CURRENCY

The Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency will hold open hearings on H. R.
2233, a bill to continue the authority
of the Federal Reserve banks fo pur-
chase Government securities directly
from the United States. The meeting
will begin at 10:30 a. m., Monday, March
3, 1947, in the Committee room 1301,
New House Oifice Building, with Mar-
riner S. Eccles, Chairman, Board of Gov-
ernors of the Federal Reserve System
as the witness.

CoMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS

An executive meeting of the Commii-
tee on Foreign Affairs will be held in the
Foreign Afairs Committee room, gallery
floor, the Capitol, on Monday, March 3,
1947, at 10:30 a. m., on House Joint Res-
olution 134, providing for relief assist-
ance to countries devastated by war.
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE HOoUSE FPosT OFFICE ANP

Civi. SERVICE COMMITTEE

The Subcommiitee of the House Post
Office and Civil Service Commititee to
investigate the civil-service structure
will meet Monday, March 3, 1947, at 10
a. m., to continue hearings on the new
civil-service rules and regulations.

The Subcommittee of the Post Office
and Civil Service Committee to consider
H. R. 1714, a bill to exclude certain in-
terns, student nurses, and other student
employees of hospitals of the Federal
Government from the Classification Act
and for other purposes, will meet Tues-
day, March 4, 1947, at 10 a. m., 213 Old
House Office Building. .
COMMITTEE ON PUELIC BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS

The Subcommittiee on Public Buildings
and Grounds of the Committee on Public
Works will meet at 10 a. m., Tuesday,
March 4, 1947, to hold hearings on H. R.
2086, to authorize the furnishing of
steam from the central heating plant
to the property of the Daughters of the
American Revolution.

The meeting wili be held in room 1435,
New House Office Building.

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN

COMMERCE

There will be a meeting of the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce, at 10 a. m., March 4 and 5, 1947.

Business to be considered: Public
hearing for 2 days on H. R. 505, H. R.
601, and H. R. 1111, inflammable ma-
terials.

There will be a meeting of the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce, at 10 a. m., March 6 and 7, 1947.

Business to be considered: Public
hearing for 2 days on H. R. 942, H. R.
1815, H. R. 1830, H. R. 1834, and H. R.
2027, National Science Foundation.
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

410. A communication from the President
of the United States transmitting a deficiency
estimate of appropriation for the fiscal year
1946 in the amount of §75,000 for the Post
Office Department (H. Doc. No, 152); to the
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to
be printed.

411. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a supple-
mental estimate of appropriation for the
fiscal year 1947 in the amount of $20,000,000
for the Federal Works Agency (H. Doc. No.
153); to the Committee on Appropriations
and ordered to be printed.

412, A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting supple-
mental estimates of appropriation for the
fiscal year 1948 in the amount of $87,5632,000
and a draft of a proposed provision for the
Department of Commerce in the form of
amendments to the budget for sald fiscal
year (H. Doc. No. 154); to the Committee
on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

413. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a proposed
provision and supplemental estimates of ap-
propriation for the fiscal year 1947 in the
amount of $7,680,630 for the Department of
State (H. Doc, No. 185); to the Committee
on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

414. A letter from the Clerk of the House
of Representatives, transmitting notice of a
contest growing out of the electlon held No-
vember 5, 1946, for the seat in the House of
Representatives from the Sixth Congressional
District of the State of Illinois, in the Eigh-
tieth Congress (H. Doec. No. 156); to the Com-
mittee on House Administration and ordered
to be printed.

415. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a pro-
posed revision for the Post Office Department,
in the form of an amendment to House
Document 100, Eightieth Congress (H. Doc.
No. 157); to the Committee on Appropria-
tions and ordered to be printed.

416. A letter from the Presidert, Board of
Commissioners, District of Columbia, trans-
mitiing a draft of a proposed bill author-
izing the establishment of a band in the
Metropolitan Police force; to the Committee
on the District of Columbia.

417. A letter from the Chairman, District
Unemployment Compensation Board, trans-
mitting the eleventh annual report of the
District of Columbia Unemployment Com-
pensation Board; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

418. A letter from the Secretary of Com-
merce, transmitting a draft of a proposed
bill to amend the Civil Aeronautics Act of
1938, as amended, to empower the Civil Aero-
nautics Board to prescribe rates and prac-
tices and to suspend rates of air carriers in
forelgn air transportation, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC
EILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mrs. SMITH of Maine: Committee on
Armed Services. H.R.1943. A bill to estab-
lish a permanent Nurse Corps of the Army
and the Navy and to establish a Women's
Medlical Specialist Corps in the Army; with
amendments (Rept. No. 81). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
Btate of the Union.
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PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. HOWELL:

H.R.2310. A bill to amend the Railroad
Unemployment Insurance Act, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. PLOESER:

H.R.2311. A bill to amend title X of the
Boclal Security Act, as amended; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. TOLLEFSON:

H.R. 2212, A bill authorizing the Secretary
of the Interior to acquire on behalf of the
United States Government all property and
facilities of the Hainier National Park Co,;
to the Committee on Public Lands.

By Mr. ANDREWS of New York:

H.R.2313. A bill to amend the act of May
19, 1826 (44 Stat. 565), as amended by the
acts of May 14, 1935 (49 Stat. 218), and of
October 1, 1942 (56 Stat. 763), providing for
the detail of United States military and naval
missions to foreign governments; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services,

H.R.2314, A bill to amend section 12 of
the Naval Aviation Cadet Act of 1942, as
amended, g0 as to authorize lump-sum pay-
ments under the sald act to the survivors
of deceased officers without administration

of estates; to the Committee on Armed
Services.
Ey Mr. BEALL:

H.R.2315. A bill concerning common-
trust funds and to make uniform the law
with reference thereto; to the Committee on
the District of Columbia.

By Mr. LARCADE:

H. R.2316. A bill to amend the Federal Re-
serve Act, as amended, to provide that the
absorption of exchange and collectlon
charges shall not be deemed the payment
of interest on deposits; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. MEYER:

H.R.2317. A bill relating to institutional
on-farm training for veterans; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. HILL:

H.R. 2318. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Agriculture to provide support for wool,
to amend section 22 of the Agriculfural Ad-
justment Act (reenacted by the Agricultural
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937) by adding
thereto a new section relating to wool, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Agriculture,

By Mr. HOFFMAN:

H.R.2319. A bill to promote the national
security by providing for a National Defense
Establishment, which shall be administered
by a Becretary of National Defense, and for a
Department of the Army, a Department of
the Navy, and a Department of the Air Force
within the National Defense Establishment,
and for the coordination of the activitles
of the National Defense Establishment with
other departments and agencies of the Gov-
ernment concerned with the national
security: to the Committee on Expenditures
in the Executive Departments.

By Mr. LODGE:

H.R.2320. A bill to amend the Armed
Forces Leave Act of 1946 so as to require that
leave compensated for under such act be
considered as active service in determining
the period for which a veteran is entitled to
education and training under title IT of the
Bervicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944, as
amended; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

By Mrs. SMITH of Malne:

H. R. 2321. A bill to provide for payment to
certain retired Naval and Marine Corps Re-
gerve officers of a lump sum equal to their
active-duty pay and allowances for the period
during which such officers remained in an
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inactive status without pay; to the Commit-
tee on Armed Services.
By Mr. GRANT of Indiana:

H, R.2322. A bill to suspend certaln import
taxes on copper; to the Committee on Ways
and Means,

By Mr. LEWIS:

H. R. 2323. A bill to establish a commission
on the legal status of women in the United
Btates, to declare a policy as to distinctions
based on sex, in law and administration, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. WOLVERTON:

H.R.2324. A bill to amend the Interstate
Commerce Act with respect to the liability
of common carriers by motor vehicle, com-
mon carrlers by water, and freight forwarders
for payment of damages 4o persons Injured
by them through viclations of such act; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. ELEIN:

H. J. Res, 142, Joint resolution exempting
certain contracts from the applicability of
the cost limitations fixed by the United States
Housing Act of 1937, as amended; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. BENDER:

d. Res. 123. Resolutlon to authorize the
Committee on Expenditures in the Executive
Departments to investigate and study cer-
tain personnel practices in the executive
branch; to the Commitiee on Rules,

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XXIT, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

By the SPEAEER: Memorial of the Legis-
lature of the State of Idaho, memorializing
the President and the Congress of the United
States to enact legislation providing for the
continuance of the emergency farm labor
supply program for the 1947 crop season; to
the Committee on Agriculture.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BLAND:

H.R.2325. A bill for the relief of Mamie L.

Hurley; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. LEONARD W. HALL:

H.R.2326. A bill for the relief of Mrs,
Marion M. Martin; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. KEEFAUVER:

H.R. 2327. A bill for the relief of Pana-
giotes Xiriches, to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr, MARCANTONIO:

H.R.2328. A bill for the relief of Enrico

Lascala; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. PLOESER:

H.R.2329. A bill for the reliet of Murphy
& Wischmeyer; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. SADLAK:

H.R.2330. A bill for the relief of Helen

Gronek; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions

and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

152. By Mrs. SMITH of Maine: Resolution
of the Maine Woolen Overseas Association,
of Waterville, Maine, urging that the inter-
ests of our industries be protected in trade
agreements with other nations; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

153. By Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin: Resolu-
tion adopted by Wm. A. Bancroft Camp,
No. 16, United Spanish War Veterans, in reg-
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ular meeting assembled, at Racine, Wis,
February 12, 1847, urging that action be
taken to safeguard the country from sneak
attacks and subversive activity; to the Com-
mittee on Un-American Activities,

154, Also, petition of the Racine Trades
and Labor Council, representing A. F. of L.
labor unions in Racine, Wis., disapproving
any further reduction in tariffs; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

SENATE

Monpay, MarcH 3, 1947

(Legislative day of Wednesday, February
19, 1947)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Peter Marshall,
D. D., offered the following prayer:

Lord God of Heaven, who hath so
lavishly blessed this our beloved land,
keep us humble. Forgive our boasting
and our pride, and help us to share
what Thou hast given. Impress us with
a sense of responsibility, and remind
us, lest we become filled with con-
ceit, that one day a reckoning will be
required of us.

Sanctify our love of country, that our
boasting may be turned into humility
and our pride into a ministry to all men
everywhere. Make America Thy serv-
ant, Thy chosen channel of blessing to
all lands, lest we be cast out, and our
place be given to another. Make this
God's own country by making us willing
to live like God’s people.

We ask these things in the name of
Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. WHITE, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Friday,
February 28, 1947, was dispensed with,
and the Journal was approved.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILL

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were commu-
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one
of his secretaries, and he announced
that on February 28, 1947, the President
had approved and signed the act (S. 568)
to authorize the Secretary of Agriculture
to cooperate with the Government of
Mexico in the control and eradication of
foot-and-mouth disease and rinderpest.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Farrell, its enrolling
clerk, announced that the House had
passed a bill (H. R. 2157) to define and
limit the jurisdiction of the courts, to
regulate actions arising under certain
laws of the United States, and for other
purposes, in which it requested the con-
currence of the Senate.

THE LEGISLATIVE BUDGET

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. T) establishing the ceiling for ex-
penditures for the fiscal year 1948 and
for appropriations for the fiscal year
1948 to be expended in said fiscal year.

MARCH 3

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
WHERRY], as amended, proposing the
addition of certain words at the end of
the concurrent resolution.

When the Senate adjourned on Friday
last, the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. Looge] had the floor, and he is now
recognized.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Massachusetts yield to me
for the purpose of suggesting the absence
of a quorum?

Mr. LODGE. Yes; I yield.

Mr. TAFT. I suggest the absence of
a8 quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
absence of a quorum having been sug-
gested, the clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

Alken Hawkes Mpyers
Baldwin Hayden O'Conor
Ball Hickenlooper O'Daniel
Barkley Hill O'Mahoney
Brewster Hoey Overton
Bricker Holland Pepper
Brooks Ives Reed -
Buck Jenner Revercomb
Bushfleld Johnson, Colo. Robertson, Va.
Butler Johnston, 8. C. Russell
Byrd Eem Saltonstall
Cain Kilgore Smith
Capehart Knowland Eparkman
Capper Langer Stewart
Chavez Lodge Taft
Connally Lucas Taylor
Cooper McCarran Thomas, Utah
Cordon McCarthy Thye
Donnell McClellan Tobey
Dworshak McFarland Tydings
Ecton MeGrath Umstead
Ellender McKeilar Vandenberg

. Ferguson McMahon Watkins
Flanders Malone Wherry
Fulbright Martin White
George Maybank Wiley
Green Millikin Williams
Gurney Moore Wilson
Hatch Morse Young

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the

Senator from New Hampshire [Mr,
Brinces] is necessarily absent, and the
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. RORERTSON]
is necessarily absent on state business.

Mr. LUCAS. I announce that the Sen-
ator from California [Mr. DownNEY] is
absent because of illness.

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
Eastranp]l is absent because of illness in
his family. ’

The Senator from Montana [Mr. MUR-
raY] and the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. TromAS] are absent on public busi-
ness.

The Senator from Washington [Mr.
Macnuson] and the Senator from New
York [Mr. WacNER] are necessarily ab-
sent.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
Eighty-seven Senators having answered
to their names, a quorum is present.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, a man
said to me the other day, “Only America
can prevent the end of the world.” It
is not hard to see what he meant. When
we consider the prevailing misery and
the economic chaos; when we hear the
suggection of new and more horrible
wars; when we see old nations going un-
der and new ones rising; when we note
the saturation of populations coupled
with the exhaustion of natural resources,
it is no wonder that this friend of mine
came to the conclusion that today the
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